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PREFACE. 


Bv  A SLIGHT  CHANGE  in  the  title  this  edition  is  separated 
from  its  predecessoi's,  as  if  it  were  a new  work,  whicli 
indeed  in  many  respects  it  is.  The  first  edition  ap- 
peared in  1845-6  in  four  pocket-volumes ; addressed 
to  the  general  jiublic  rather  than  to  well-read  students, 
it  had  no  pretensions  to  the  completeness  or  erudition 
displayed  in  many  other  Histories,  being  little  more 
than  a rapid  survey  of  the  course  of  meUiphysical 
speculation,  -written  with  the  avowed  puqiose  of  dis- 
suading the  youth  of  England  from  wasting  energy  on 
insoluble  problems,  and  relying  on  a false  Method.  With 
this  object  of  turning  the  mind  from  Metaphysics  to 
Positive  Philosophy,  it  employed  History  as  an  instrument 
of  Criticism  to  disclose  the  successive  failures  of  succos- 
sive  schools. 

In  1857,  after  a sale  of  several  thousand  copies  of  the 
stercotyjied  edition,  the  Library  Edition,  in  one  volume 
octavo,  was  prepared  with  a view  of  rendering  the  book 
more  acceptable  to  students.  A graver,  fuller  treatment 
of  various  portions,  some  important  additions,  and  con- 
siderable alterations  in  the  style  were  found  necessary', 
but  no  change  in  purpose  or  doctrine. 

In  the  edition  now  issued  my  rcadei-s  of  twenty  years 
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ago  will  hardly  recognise  the  ‘ Biographical  History  of 
Philosophy,’  so  considerable  have  been  the  alterations 
and  enlargements.  They  will  see,  indeed,  the  spirit  and 
the  puqiosc  still  unchanged ; but  it  will  be  like  re- 
cognising in  an  iron-grey  citizen  the  features  of  the 
third-form  boy.  I adhered  to  the  Positive  Philosophy  in 
1845,  and  I adhere  to  it  still.  But  much  that  was  dim  to 
me  then  has  become  clear  now,  much  that  was  convic- 
tion then  has  ceased  to  be  conviction  now  ; my  estimates  of 
men  and  theories  have  altered  in  the  course  of  yeais;. 
The  reader  will  doubtless  feel,  even  more  than  I can  feel, 
tlie  want  of  unity  in  various  parts  of  this  jn-oduct  of 
changing  years.  I have  done  my  best  to  le.sscn  the 
discordance  between  1845  and  1807,  and  would  gladly 
have  rewritten  tlie  whole  had  health  permitted  such  a task. 

Among  the  more  important  additions  the  following 
may  be  specified.  In  the  Prolegomen.\,  replacing  tlie 
original  Introduction,  are  discussed  : What  is  Pliilosophy  F 
— The  Objective  and  Subjective  Methods — Tlie  Test  of 
Truth — Some  Infirmities  of  Thought — Necessary  Truths. 
These  .subjects  threatened  to  expand  into  a volume,  and 
I was  forced  to  omit  much  that  I had  prepared.  The 
chapters  on  Plato  and  Aristotle  have  been  rewritten ; 
the  former  with  large  assistance  from  Mr.  Grote's 
exhaustive  work  ; the  latter  with  reproductions  from  a 
monograph  of  my  own.  The  accounts  of  Sc'UOL.\sticism, 
Araiuax  PiiiLOSoniY,  and  Booer  Bacox,  are  entirely  new. 
The  chapters  on  Francis  Bacox,  PiisCARTES,  Leibnitz, 
Condillac,  and  Hartley  have  been  rewritten.  Several 
new  biographical  details  are  given  in  the  account  of 
Spinoza,  Avhich  has  also  been  rewritten.  Kant  has  been 
restudied,  and  the  exposition  and  criticism  of  his  doctrines 
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arc  new.  The  chapter  on  Gall  has  also  been  rewritten 
with,  I believe,  a more  decisive  presentation  of  his  claims, 
and  a more  decisive  exposition  of  his  imperfections.  I 
had  hoped  to  rewrite  the  chapter  on  IIegel,  especially  to 
answer  the  challenge  of  Mr.  Stirling’s  work  (‘  The  Secret 
of  Hegel’),  but  my  liealth  gave  way,  and  as  my  estimate 
of  Hegel's  value  was  unchanged  I shrank  from  the  labour. 

With  regard  to  Auguste  Comte  it  has  been  a source 
of  great  regret  to  me  that  a larger  space  was  not  at  my 
disposal ; the  more  so  as  he  is  now  the  thinker  of  all 
others  about  whom  the  greatest  curiosity  is  manifested. 
What  I have  attempted  is  not  such  a detailed  exposition 
as  would  flatter  the  incurious  indolence  of  men  who  love 
to  talk  confidently  upon  second-hand  knowledge,  but  such 
general  indications  of  the  Positive  Philosophy  as  will 
enable  the  student  to  appreciate  its  drift  and  importance, 
and  A\nll  guide  him  in  the  understanding  of  Comte’s 
wintings.  I am  often  asked  to  recommend  some  ‘ brief 
account  of  the  system,’  by  those  who  wish  to  profit  by 
Comte’s  labours  (or  perhaps  only  to  talk  knowingly  of 
them),  yet  shirk  the  labour  of  reading  the  works  which 
they  profess  to  consider  of  importance.  My  answer  is : 
study  the  rhilosophie.  Positive  for  yourself,  study  it 
patiently,  give  it  the  time  and  thought  you  would  not 
grudge  to  a new  science  or  a new  language,  and  then 
whether  you  accept  or  reject  the  system  you  will  find 
your  mental  horizon  irrevocably  enlarged.  ‘ But  six 
stout  volumes!’  e.xclaims  the  hesitating  asj)irant.  Well, 
yes,  si.x  volumes  requiring  to  be  meditated  as  well  as  read  : 
I admit  that  they ‘give  pause’  in  this  busy,  bustling  world 
of  ours;  but  if  you  reflect  how  willingly  six  separate 
volumes  of  Philosophy  would  be  read  in  the  cour.se  of  the 
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year,  the  undertaking  seems  less  formidable.  You  would 
not  think  of  giving  the  neces.sary  time  and  labour  unless 
you  had  some  previous  conception  of  the  result  being 
■worth  the  price ; and  no  one  Avho  considers  the  immense 
importance  of  a Doctrine  which  will  give  unity  to  his 
life,  would  hesitate  to  pay  a far  higher  price  than  that  of 
a year’s  study.  It  is  to  place  before  the  student  this 
conception  of  the  result  that  I have  chiefly  shaped  mj^ 
exposition  of  the  aims  and  means  of  the  Positive 
Philosophy. 

The  Priory  : May  1867. 
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Meinc  Abgicht  ist,  AUe  diejenigen,  bo  es  wcrth  finden,  Rich  mit  Metaph^'sik  za 
bfscbafligrn,  zu  uborzcugcn : doRs  es  unutnganghch  nothwcndig  Roi,  ihre  ArWit 
Tordcr  Hand  ausznwtzcn,  allcs  bi»}icr  Gcscbchenc  aU  ungeschehcn  anziwhen  und 
Tor  alien  Dingen  zuerst  die  Frage  aufzuwcrfen ; ‘ob  auch  so  etwag,  als  Meta- 
physik,  iiberall  nur  mt^lich  gci?’— Kant:  Prolryomcna  ffu  einer  Jetfcn  A‘u»/fifftn 
MitaphysiA\ 

Golangc  08  mir,  mit  meiner  Barstollung  der  Philosophie  auch  nur  eine  Secle 
abzustrciten,  die  sich  mit  ihr  in  jcne  duuklo  Tiefe  dcr  Bctrachtung  verloren  gebon 
will,  wo  AIIph  nur  Heulen  und  Zahuklappcn  und  jcder  wider  don  Andem  isl,  so 
wiirde  ich  sc'hon  glaubon,  etwas  golcistet  zu  habon. — Fechneb:  Uefjer  die  phyrika- 
lieche  und  philosophische  AtomenUkre. 

Der  Monsch  ist  nicht  gcborcn,  die  Problome  dor  Welt  ni  loson,  wohl  aber  zu 
Buchen,  wo  das  Problem  angeht,  und  sich  sodann  in  dor  Grenze  des  Begreifiichen 
zu  bulten. — Goethe. 
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I.  WHAT  IS  PIHLOSOPHY? 

§ 1.  Theology,  Philosophy,  and  Science  constitute  our 
s^jiritual  triumvirate.  The  limits  of  their  several  dominions 
have  been  insensibly  shifting,  so  that  at  various  epochs  in 
History  they  have  been  of  very  varied  importance.  For 
centuries  the  predominance  of  Theology  was  absolute  and 
undisputed.  Philosophy,  meanwhile,  grew  apace,  till  at  last 
it  was  enabled  to  assert  an  independent  position  ; and  while 
these  two  rivals  struggled  for  supremacy.  Science  was  also 
quietly  and  obsctirely  feeling  its  way  to  independence. 

§ 2.  The  office  of  Tlieology  is  now  generally  recognised  as 
distinct  from  that  of  Philosophy  and  from  that  of  Science. 
Its  ancient  claim  to  authority  over  all  regions  of  inquiry  has 
long  been  felt  to  be  untenable,  and  has  been  frankly  relin- 
quished. Although  claimuig  to  hold  the  keys  of  the  highest 
Truth,  it  nevertheless  no  longer  pretends  to  decide  upon  the 
lower,  but  confesses  its  inability  to  furnish  Research  with 
effective  Methods,  or  Knowledge  with  available  data.  It  re- 
stricts itself  to  the  region  of  Faith,  and  leaves  to  Philosophy 
and  Science  the  region  of  Inquiry.  Its  main  province  is  the 
province  of  Feeling ; its  office  is  the  xysiematisalion  of  our 
religious  conceptions. 

This  is  the  office  not  of  one  Tlieology,  but  of  all.  No 
matter  what  other  functions  the  various  Theologies  may 
assume,  they  invariably  assume  this,  and  give  it  pre-eminence. 
It  is  thus  not  only  their  common  characteristic,  but  also  their 
highest  characteristic ; and  now  that  the  course  of  human 
evolution  has  detached  both  Philosophy  and  Science  from 
Theology,  this  systematisation  remains  its  sole  function. 

a 2 
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§ 3.  Tlie  office  of  Science  is  distinct.  It  may  lie  defined 
as  the  nyfitemnUiitition  of  our  Jmowlahje  of  the  order  of  pheuomeiia 
coimidertul  an  phenoinena.  It  co-ordinates  common  knowledge. 
It  explains  the  order  of  phenomena,  by  briii{:jin<i  them  nnder 
their  res{H.*ctive  laws  of  co-existence  and  succession,  classing 
particular  facts  under  geuer.il  conceptions. 

4.  The  office  of  Philosophy  is  again  distinct  from  these. 
It  is  the  gygtemotisotiofi  of  the  concept  ions  funtished  hy  Theology 
and  Science.  It  is  imarr'jfiT)  hnanitJ.Cyv.  As  Science  is  the 
systematisation  of  the  various  generalities  reached  through 
2)articulars,  so  Philosophy  is  the  systematisation  of  the 
generalities  of  generalities.  In  other  words,  Science  furnishes 
the  Knowledge,  and  Philosophy  the  Doctrine. 

Each  distinct  science  embraces  a distinct  province  of 
knowledge.  Mathematics  treats  of  magnitudes,  and  disre- 
gards ill!  other  relations ; Physics  and  Chemistry  concern 
themselves  with  the  changes  of  inorganic  bodies,  leaving  all 
vital  relations  to  Biology  ; Sociology  concerns  itself  with  the 
relations  of  human  beings  among  eiich  other,  and  with  their 
relations  to  human  beings  in  the  past  and  in  the  future. 
But  Philosophy  has  no  distinct  province  of  knowledge : it 
embraces  the  whole  world  of  thought : it  stands  in  the  same 
relation  to  the  various  sciences  as  Geography  stands  to  Tojk)- 
graphy.  All  the  sciences  subserve  its  purpose,  furnish  its 
life-blood.  It  systematises  their  results,  co-ordinating  their 
truths  into  a body  of  Doctrine. 

Thus,  while  Theology  claims  to  furnish  a system  of  re- 
ligious conceptions,  and  Science  to  furnish  conceptions  of  the 
order  of  the  world.  Philosophy,  detaching  their  widest  con- 
ceptions from  both,  furnishes  a Doctrine  which  contains  an 
explanation  of  the  world  and  of  human  destiny. 

Although  this  may  appear  a novel  definition,  it  will, 
on  examination,  be  found  to  characterise  the  persistent 
function  which  in  all  times  Philosophy  has  exercised. 
Moreover,  it  will  l)e  found  applicable  in  special  cases,  such  as 
the  philosophy  of  Science,  the  philosophy  of  Religion,  the 
philosophy  of  History,  or  the  philosophy  of  Art.  Thus, 
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given  a science  with  its  generalities  laboriously  ascertained, 
the  philosophy  of  that  science  will  be  the  co-ordination  of 
its  highest  truths,  the  methods  by  which  those  truths  were 
reached,  and  the  relation  which  both  these  bear  to  the 
truths  and  methods  of  other  sciences.  I formerly  defined 
Philosophy  ‘ an  attempt  to  explain  the  phenomena  of  the 
universe.’  This  is  too  vague,  and  fails  to  mark  the  point  of 
separation  from  Science  and  Theology ; but  though  vague, 
it  expresses  what  has  been  the  unconscious  and  persistent 
effort  of  phUosojihical  speculation. 

§ 5.  Such  is  the  relative  position  of  each  of  the  three  great 
spiritual  powers  at  the  present  time.  These  positions  were 
not  always  thus  sharply  defined,  but  the  history  of  thought 
exhibits  a continuous  development  in  these  directions. 
Theology  at  first  was  absolute  and  autocratic,  not  only 
furnishing  religious  doctrine,  but  dictating  generalities  to 
Philosophy,  and  explanations  of  all  but  the  commonest 
phenomena  to  Science.  Philosophy  served  as  a handmaid 
to  Theology,  until  she  grew  strong  enough  to  think  for 
herself.  Science  kept  timidly  aloof  from  all  questions  on 
which  Theology  had  pronounced,  and  submitted  to  a 
peremptory  order  to  be  silent  when  her  conclusions  were 
unacceptable.  Fortunately  for  ITumanity,  this  creeping 
servitude  was  incompatible  with  the  continued  exercise  of 
reason.  As  discoveries  extended,  as  more  and  more 
phenomena  were  satisfactorily  reduced  to  order,  the  widen- 
ing reach  of  Inquiry  embraced  problem  after  problem, 
until  now  all  the  facts  within  human  kin  are  assumed  to  be 
reducible  to  order  on  the  scientific  Method.  With  the 
growing  strength  came  a growing  courage,  and  timidity 
gave  place  to  a proud  self-reliance.  Theology  was  first 
quietly  yet  firmly  excluded  from  Cosmology,  its  explanations 
of  the  world  being  sot  aside  as  myths ; then  it  was  excluded 
from  Biology  ; and  now  even  Sociology  is  claimed  as  amen- 
able to  scientific  Methods,  because  all  social  phenomena  are 
seen  to  be  under  the  dominion  of  law.  History  shows  a 
curious  reversal  of  the  principle  of  accommodation.  Just 
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as  Science  was  formerly  compelled  to  accommodate  its  con- 
clusions to  Theology,  no  matter  at  what  cost  of  consistency, 
with  what  sophistical  excuses,  so  Theology  is  now  compelled 
to  accommodate  its  dicta  to  the  conclusions  of  Science,  by 
utterly  distorting  the  meaning  of  words.  After  having  for 
centuries  pursued  its  researches  under  the  denunciation  of 
Theology,  and  under  the  burden  of  a fear,  terrible  to  delicate 
consciences,  of  approaching  heresy  when  it  was  seeking 
truth.  Science  has  at  length  ceased  its  timorous  and  futile 
efforts  to  reconcile  its  conclusions  with  anything  but  its  own 
principles.*  The  problem  is  no  longer  : Given  a doctrine  of 
indisputable  authority,  how  to  reconcile  the  conclusions  of 
Experience  with  its  dicta ; the  j)roblem  is : Given  certain 
indisputable  conclusions  of  Experience,  how  to  reconcile  the 
dicta  of  an  ancient  doctrine  with  these  irresistible  con- 
clusions.t 

§ C.  The  conflict  was  inevitable  and  was  foreseen  from  the 
first.  Inevitable,  because  the  two  powers  arc  characterised 
by  two  different  Methods,  that  of  Theology  being  the  Sub- 
jective, that  of  Science  the  Objective.  These  Methods  wUl 
have  to  be  considered  more  particularly  in  a future  section  ; 
for  the  present,  I merely  call  attention  to  the  fact  of  their 
opposition,  and  to  the  fact  that  Philosophy  occupying  an 
intermediate  position  has  necessarily  employed  both  Methods 
by  turns.  Wlien  it  was  m alliance  with  Theology,  it  adopted 
the  Subjective  Method : this  was  during  its  ontological 
phase.  When  the  advance  of  Science  furnished  it  with 
more  and  more  material.  Philosophy  gradually  detached 


• In  1864  wa«  seen  a mpniorablc  protest,  on  the  piirt  of  scientific  men,  ap:ainst 
ever)'  attempt  to  control  their  researches.  In  spite  of  the  theological  pressun*, 
which  is  so  powerful  in  England,  our  leading  sarans  openly  and  indiguanily 
refused  to  sign  a declaration  of  dependence. 

t A somewhat  analogous  inversion  has  taken  place  in  the  social  problem, 
formerly  the  problem  was:  Given  the  welfare  and  advantages  of  the  Few,  how 
best  to  reconcile  with  these  the  welfare  of  the  Many;  it  now  is:  Given  the  welfare 
of  the  Many,  how  best  to  secure  the  advantages  of  the  Few.  The  new  Astronomy 
transferred  the  centre  of  the  world  from  the  small  Earth  to  the  mighty  Sun  ; the 
new  Sociology  transfers  the  centre  of  social  life  from  the  small  group  of  Idlers  to 
the  mighty  mass  of  Workers. 
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itself  more  and  more  from  Theology,  without,  however, 
consciously  and  completely  adopting  the  Objective  Method  : 
this  was  its  psychological  phase.  Finally,  the  all-embracing 
progress  of  Science  has  forced  Philosophy  frankly  to  adopt 
the  Objective  Method : this  is  its  present  phase,  the  Positive 
Philosophy. 

Such  in  brief  is  the  story  we  have  to  tell.  Our  history  is 
the  namitive  of  the  emancipation  of  Philosophy  from  Theo- 
logy and  its  final  constitution  through  the  transformation  of 
Science. 

§ 7.  The  annals  are  red  with  the  flames  of  persecuting 
wrath  at  every  attempt  Philosophy  made  to  assert  independ- 
ence. Naturally  enough.  No  autocrat  can  be  lenient  to  a 
powerful  pretender ; and  the  more  reasonable  the  pre- 
tender’s claim  the  more  hateful  will  be  its  assertion.  Philo- 
sophy, in  tiUTi,  was  equally  intolerant  of  its  rival  Science, 
and  allied  itself  with  its  ancient  persecutor  to  persecute  the 
new  pretender. 

Aloof  from  the  strife  of  polemics  and  personal  irritations,  the 
wise  calm  spirits  of  our  day  resign  themselves  to  the  Trium- 
virate, defining  for  each  its  separate  province,  and  trusting 
in  a harmony  of  combined  efibrt  which  hitherto  has  been 
impossible.  It  is  time  that  the  great  perturbations  should 
cease,  and  the  only  struggles  be  carried  on  within  the  limits 
of  each  domain : theologians  in  controversy  with  theologians, 
savans  with  savans,  philosophers  with  philosophers.  The 
three  powers  have  always  hitherto  been  in  a state  of  conflict 
or  of  armed  peace.  The  problem  of  our  age  is,  how  to 
change  this  conflict  into  a concourse,  to  unite  the  indepen- 
dent and  dissident  efforts  in  dependent  and  harmonious 
efibrts.  This  problem  may  be  solved  by  the  transformation 
of  Science  into  Philosophy,  and  by  the  transformation  of 
Philosophy  into  Religion.  But  whether  we  reject  or  accept 
that  solution,  the  systematisation  of  our  religious  concep- 
tions and  all  its  practical  applications  must  be  a distinct 
ofiBee  from  the  systematisation  of  our  conceptions  of  the 
order  of  phenomena ; and  the  harmony  of  the  two  can 


Digitized  by  Google 


x\ii 


WHAT  IS  PHILOSOrilY? 


only  be  effected  by  a Doctrine  which  combines  the  gene- 
ralities of  both.  The  future  of  Philosophy  is  in  this  task 
of  reconciliation. 

§ 8.  In  the  former  editions  of  this  History  the  word 
Philosophy  carried  a more  restricted  meaning  than  is  assigned 
to  it  in  the  preceding  paragraphs.  It  was  used  as  synonymous 
with  Metaphysics,  or  more  speciaUy  with  Ontology.  That 
restricted  use  of  the  word  was  forced  on  me  by  the  practice 
of  all  previous  historians,  and  I stated  whj-  it  was  forced 
upon  me,  and  in  what  sense  the  word  was  to  bo  understood. 
In  vain.  The  old  vague  indissoluble  associations  could  not 
be  escaped.  The  reader  quickly  forgot  my  explanation,  and 
interpreted  the  word  in  his  vague  sense,  instead  of  in  my 
restricted  sense.  The  large  latitude  in  which  the  word  has 
come  to  be  used  all  over  Europe  has  obliterated  all  si)ecial 
meaning,  and  this  notably  in  England,  where,  as  Hegel  sar- 
castically remarks,  microscopes  and  barometers  are  dignified 
as  ‘philosophical  instraments,’  Newton  is  styled  a philoso- 
pher, and  even  parliamentary  proceedings  are  sometimes 
said  to  be  philosophical.*  In  presence  of  such  looseness  of 
expression  what  was  the  historian  to  do?  Obviously,  he 
could  only  declare  the  sense  in  which  the  word  was  used  in 
other  histories  of  Philosophy,  and  abide  bj'  that.  Had  I not 
fixed  a precise  meaning  to  the  word  I must  have  written  a 
History  of  Knowledge,  not  a History  of  Philosophy. 

My  explanation  was  of  little  avail.  The  object  of  my 
work  being  to  show  the  essential  futility  of  Philosophy,  in 
the  restricted  sense  of  that  word,  I was  supposed  to  have 
intended  a crusade  against  Philosophy  in  the  wider  sense ; 
and  readers  who  no  more  believed  in  Ontology  than  I did 
were  startled  by  my  attacks  on  it  imder  the  name  of  Philo- 
sophy. After  this  experience  I cannot  place  much  reliance 
on  the  security  of  any  definition  ; but  for  the  sake  of  atten- 
tive readers,  I have  stated  what  position  Philosophj^  holds 

* IIfjofx:  Gackickte  der  PhUofophie,  \,  72.  Compare  also  Hamilton,  Mftn- 
pkp$ic»,  i.  63. 


Digitized  by  Google 


WHAT  IS  piiiLosoriivp 


x.\  iii 

in  relation  to  Theology  and  Science ; and  to  avoid  equi- 
voque' I shall  use  the  words  Metaphj'sieal  Phihjsophy,  or 
Ontology,  and  sometimes  simply  Metaphysics,  to  designate 
inquiries  on  the  Subjective  Method  into  the  ultimate  essence 
of  things. 

§ 9.  Unhappily  there  is  no  uniformity  even  in  the  use 
of  the  tenn  Metaphysics.  Sometimes  it  means  Ontology. 
Sometimes  it  means  Psychology.  Sometimes  it  means 
the  highest  generalities  of  Physics.  The  first  of  these 
inquiries  I hold  to  bo  utterly  futile,  hopelessly  beyond 
human  ken.  But  the  second  and  third  are  legitimate  in- 
quiries, which  take  their  place  in  human  knowledge  when- 
ever they  are  piu-sued  on  the  Objective  Method,  and  oidy 
deserve  reproof  when  pursued  on  the  Subjective  Slethod, 
upon  which  all  problems  are  insoluble.  As  I have  sliown 
at  some  length  elsewhere,*  all  problems  are  legitimate 
which  admit  Verification  of  their  premisses  and  conclusions ; 
and  no  Verification  is  possible  except  on  the  Objective 
Method. 

§ 10.  In  the  arrangement  of  Aristotle’s  treatises,  those 
which  succeeded  the  Physics  were  called  to.  fjLtra  rd  <f>va-iKa 
— indicating  that  they  were  to  be  studied  after  the 
Physics,  either  becavi.se  their  topics  were  evolved  from 
physical  inquiries,  or  because  their  topics  were  beyond 
physical  inquiry.  The  equivoque  still  continues,  iletaplij-- 
sics  may  concern  itself  with  the  last  conclusions  of  Ph3'sics, 
dealing  with  those  results  as  its  elements ; or  it  maj'  comiem 
itself  with  inquiries  boj'ond  the  region  of  Experience,  en- 
tirely removed  from  Verification,  transcending  Sense,  and 
drawing  its  data  from  a higher  source.  Obvious!)',  in  pro- 
portion as  it  seeks  its  elements  in  the  relations  of  sensible 
phenomena  it  forms  one  br.inch  of  legitimate  inquiry,  and 
tlie  only  question  then  is  as  to  the  validitj'  of  the  Method  it 
employs.  In  proportion  as  it  seeks  its  elements  in  the  rela- 
tions of  supersensible  phenomena  it  separates  itself  from 
Experience,  ceases  to  be  amenable  to  the  ordinary  canons  of 

• ArisfotU,  chap.  iv. 
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Research,  and  grounds  its  existence  on  the  possession  of  a 
peculiar  criterion — a direct  and  immediate  knowledge  of  the 
Absolute. 

The  confusion  of  these  two  distinct  conceptions  is  very- 
common,  and  is  the  source  of  much  perplexity.  Those  who 
liold  the  doctrine  of  the  relativity  of  knowledge  may  admit 
without  inconsistency  many  principles  which  are  metaphy- 
sical in  the  sense  of  transcending  Experience  in  their  gene- 
rality, although  founded  on  Experience  and  conformable 
with  it : such,  for  example,  are  causality  and  mertia.  There 
is  a large  admixture  of  such  Metaphysics,  in  all  philoso- 
phical Physics ; and  in  this  sense  we  may  call  Metaphysics 
the  prima  phUosophia.  But  Experience  is  here  the  source 
and  pattern : the  Objective  Method  with  its  rigorous  tests 
of  Verification  rules  as  absolutely  here  as  in  every  other 
department  of  jxisitive  iiujuiry.  The  Unknown  is  only  a 
prolongation  of  the  Known,  and  is  trusted  only  so  far 
as  it  is  in  strict  conformity  with  the  Known.  The  Invisible 
is  hut  the  generalisation  of  the  Visible. 

Tli(38e  who  hold  that,  over  and  above  the  conceptions  fur- 
nished through  Experience,  the  mind  brings  with  it  certain 
conceptions  antecedent  to  and  independent  of  Experience, 
who  hold  that,  over  and  above  our  relative  knowledge,  we 
have  absolute  knowledge,  reverse  this  procedure  from  the 
Kuo^vu  and  Visible  to  the  Unknown  and  Invisible ; and 
starting  from  what  their  rivals  declare  to  be  not  sini2)ly  the 
Unknown  but  the  Unknowable,  tliey  deduce  from  it  certain 
conclusions  which  they  present  as  ontological  truths  capable 
of  guiding  us  in  discovering  the  relations  of  j'henomena. 
Let  Descartes  be  heard  on  this  point : — ‘ Perspieuum  ost 
optimam  idiilosoidiandi  viam  nos  sequuturos,  si  ox  i{)sius  Dei 
cognitione,  rerum  ab  eo  creatarum  explicationem  deducere 
conemur,  ut  ita  scientiain  perfectissimam,  quaj  cst  effectuum, 
per  causas  acquiramus.’ * The  fallacy  lies  in  concluding 
that  because,  in  Mathematics  and  all  deductive  02>erations, 
we  unfold  the  particulars  contained  inqdicitly  in  the  gene- 

* l>KSCiBTFa : Pmnip.  Phihs.  ii.  ft  22. 


Digitized  by  Google 


WHAT  IS  ITULOSOrilY? 


XXV 


ralities,  we  should  therefore  always  seek  particulars  in  this 
way.  But  the  procedure  is  only  justifiable  when  the  gene- 
ralities are  proved  to  be  indisputably  true,  and  when  the 
particulars  deduced  are  by  Verification  shown  to  be  really  as 
well  as  verbally  contained  in  them.  Now,  what  are  the  chief 
objects  of  absolute  knowledge,  the  generalities  from  which 
ontologists  deduce?  They  are  God,  Freedom,  Immortality, 
Causality,  E-vistenco : the  noumena  of  which  all  the  mani- 
fold experiences  are  phenomena.*  That  it  is  possible  to 
infer  these,  no  one  denies ; but  their  value  as  inferences 
opens  an  interminable  discussion.  The  ontologists  claim  to 
know  them  directly,  immediately,  certainly.  Their  opponents 
affirm — and  endeavour  psychologically  to  prove — that  such 
knowledge  is  impossible,  and  that,  if  possible,  it  would  be 
infertile,  because  incapable  of  being  applied  to  the  problems 
of  phenomena  except  through  Experience ; infertile,  because 
it  can  only  bo  a comparison  of  ideas  with  ideas,  never  of 
ideas  with  facts ; and  thus  stumbles  over  the  old  sceptical 
objection — t/v  xpivu  -rov  vyteivov ; Suppose,  for  example,  that 
antecedently  to  all  Experience  we  know  the  general  law  of 
Causality,  it  is  oidy  through  Experience  we  can  enrich 
this  knowledge.  We  may  know  that  every  effect  has  a 
cause ; this  knowledge  we  may  have  brought  with  us 
into  our  phenomenal  life  ; but  what  concerns  us  is,  to 
know  the  particular  cause  of  each  particular  effect,  and 
if  we  can  ascertain  that,  the  general  axiom  may  be  dis- 
regarded ; if  we  cannot  asceitain  that,  the  general  axiom  is 
powerless. 

5 11.  The  valid  objection  against  Metaphysics  is  not  so 
much  against  the  subjects  of  inquiry  as  against  the  Method 
of  inquiry  ; if  the  Method  were  legitimate  its  results  would 
bo  legitimated.  I shall  consider  this  Method  by-and-by ; 
for  the  j)resent  I invoke  the  miequivocal  verdict  of  History, 
which  pronounces  it  to  be  the  prolonged  impotence  of  tw'o 
thousand  years  and  all  its  results,  as  shifting  as  the  visionary 

* tcTiy  rn  ^ $fwp«7  tIi  hv  p }>y  «a2  raroOrtp  iurdpxoy^ft  Ka(T  auT6, — Aars- 

TOTLR  : ^fei.  iii.  1. 
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phantoms  of  reverie.  When  we  are  awake,  says  Aristotle, 
we  have  a world  in  common  ; w'hen  we  dream,  each  has  his 
own.  Kant  aptly  applies  this  to  metaphysicians,  ‘ when  we 
find  a variety  of  men  having  various  worlds,  we  may  conclude 
them  to  be  dreaming.’  It  is  because  the  majority  of  think- 
ing men  have  been  convinced  tlnat  inquiries  conducted  on 
the  Metaphysical  Method  are  but  as  dreams,  that  they  have 
everywhere  in  Europe  fallen  into  discredit.  Once  the  pride 
and  glory  of  the  greatest  intellects,  and  still  fonning  an  im- 
X>ortant  element  of  liberal  culture,  the  x>resent  decadence  of 
Metaphysics  is  attested  no  less  bj’  the  comxdaints  of  its  few 
followers  than  b}^  the  thronging  ranks  of  its  oi>xiononts.  Few 
now  believe  in  its  large  {)romises ; stiU  fewer  devote  to  it 
that  jtassionate  patience  which  is  devoted  by  thousands  to 
Science.  Every'  day  the  conviction  gains  strength,  that 
Metai)hysics  is  condemned,  by  the  very  nature  of  its  Method, 
to  wander  for  ever  in  one  toi'tuous  labyrinth,  within  who.se 
circumscribed  and  winding  spaces  weary  seekers  arc  con- 
tinually finding  themselves  in  the  trodden  tracks  of  pre- 
decessors who  could  find  no  exit. 

Meto|ihysical  Philosophy  ha-s  been  ever  in  movement,  but 
the  movement  has  been  circular ; and  this  fact  is  thrown 
into  stronger  relief  by  conti-ast  with  the  linear  XJrogress  of 
Science.  Instead  of  X)eri»etually  finding  itself,  after  years  of 
gigantic  endeavour,  returned  to  the  i)reeise  jioint  from  which 
it  started.  Science  finds  itself,  year  by  year,  and  ahnost  day 
by  day,  advancing  step  by  step,  each  accumulation  of  power 
adding  to  the  momentum  of  its  i)rogress ; each  evolution, 
like  the  evolutions  of  organic  development,  bringing  with  it 
a new  functional  superiority,  which  in  its  turn  becomes  the 
agent  of  higher  developments.  Not  a fact  is  discovered 
but  has  its  bearing  on  the  whole  body  of  doctrine ; not  a 
mechanical  improvement  in  the  construction  of  instruments 
but  Olsens  fresh  sources  of  discovery'.  Onward,  and  for  ever 
onward,  mightier  and  for  ever  mightier,  rolls  this  wondrous 
tide  of  discovery.  'While  the  first  {)rincii>les  of  Metaphysical 
Philosophy  are  to  this  day  as  much  a matter  of  dispute  as 
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tlipy  were  two  thousand  yeai-a  ago,*  the  fii-st  principles  of 
Science  are  securely  established,  and  form  the  guiding  lights 
of  European  progress.  Precisely  the  same  questions  are 
agitated  in  Germany  at  the  present  moment  tliat  were 
agitated  in  ancient  Greece ; and  with  no  more  certain 
Methods  of  solving  them,  with  no  nearer  hopes  of  ultimate 
success.  The  History  of  Philosophy  presents  the  spectacle 
of  thousands  of  intellects — some  the  greatest  that  have  made 
our  race  illustrious — steadily  concentrated  on  problems 
believed  to  be  of  vital  importance,  yet  producing  no  other 
result  than  a conviction  of  the  e.xtreme  facility  of  eri'or, 
and  the  remoteness  of  any  probability  that  Truth  can  bo 
reached. t The  only  conquest  has  been  critical,  that  is  to 
say,  psychological.  Vainly  do  some  argue  that  Philosophy 
has  made  no  progress  hitherto,  because  its  problems  are 
complex,  and  require  more  cflbrt  than  the  simpler  problems 
of  Science ; vainly  are  wo  warned  not  to  conclude  from  the 
past  to  the  future,  averring  that  no  progress  will  be  made  be- 
cause no  progress  has  been  made.  Perilous  as  it  must  ever 
be  to  set  absolute  limits  to  the  future  of  human  capacity, 
there  can  be  no  peril  in  averring  that  Metaphysics  never 
will  achieve  its  aims,  because  those  aims  lie  beyond  all  scope. 
The  difficulty  is  impossibility.  No  progress  can  Ix)  made 
because  no  basis  of  certainty  is  possible.  To  aspire  to  the 
knowledge  of  more  than  phenomena — their  resemblances, 
co-existences,  and  successions— is  to  aspire  to  transcend  the 
inexorable  limits  of  human  faculty.  To  know  more,  we  must 
he  more. 

* *C<%t  la  bontp  ^tcnioUe  tie  la  philosnphie  do  n’aroir  pas  jiisqtia  present  mis 
ftu  jourunr^.siultAt  un  principo  unc  fois  pourtoutereconnu  ot  uniTereellement 

adtnis.  Hion  mieux,  il  n’y  a pas  mAme  un  rcsultat  negatif,  une  d^faito  ramplMe, 
irrevocable  d’uno  doctrine  si  r^fulee  qu’clle  soit.’ — Dklb<euf:  Essai  dc  Logiqttt 
1865,  p.  10.  Compare  Kant:  I'roltgomena  z\k  Hntr  jtden 
h'nnftig^n  Mtiafthysik^  passim. 

t Compare  Kant  in  file  Preface  to  the  2nd  «m1.  of  the  Kritik  dtr  rrii^en  Ver- 
nunft: — ‘Dor  Metaphyslk  . . . ist  das  Schicksal  bisher  noch  bo  giin-stig  niebt 
g‘‘wcscn,  dasB  flie  den  siobem  Gang  einor  Wissenschafl  einzuschlngen  vermocht 
hattc;  oh  sie  gleich  alter  iut  als  nllc  iibrigen.  . . . E»  ist  also  kein  Zweifol, 
dass  ihr  Verfabron  bihher  ein  blossom  Ilerumtnppen  und,  was  das  Schlimmste 
ist,  untor  blosscn  Begriffcn  geweaen  sei.' 
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In  Ihe  carlj  da^'s  of  sj>eeulation  all  Philosophy  was  essen- 
tially metaphysical,  because  Science  had  not  emerged  from 
Common  Knowledge  to  claim  theoretical  jurisdiction.  The 
particular  sciences  then  cultivated,  no  less  than  the  higher 
generalities  on  Life,  Destiny,  and  the  Universe,  were  studied 
on  one  and  the  same  Method ; but  in  the  course  of  evolution 
a second  Method  grew  up,  at  first  timidly  and  unconsciously, 
gradually  enlarging  its  bounds  as  it  enlarged  its  powers,  and 
at  last  separating  itself  into  open  antagonism  with  its  parent 
and  rival.  The  cliild  then  destroyed  its  parent;  as  the 
mythic  Zeus,  calling  the  Titans  to  his  aid,  destroyed  Saturn 
and  usuriJcd  his  throne.  The  Titans  of  the  new  Method 
were  Observation  and  Experiment. 

There  are  many  who  deplore  the  encroachment  of  Science, 
fondly  imagining  that  Metaphysical  Philosophy  would  re- 
spond better  to  the  higher  wants  of  man.  This  regret  is 
partly  unreasoning  sentiment,  partly  ignorance  of  the  limi- 
tations of  human  faculty.  Even  among  those  who  admit 
that  Ontology  is  an  impossible  attempt,  there  are  many  who 
think  it  should  be  j^ersevered  in,  because  of  the  ‘ lofty  views  ’ 
it  is  supposed  to  open  to  us.  This  is  as  if  a man  desirous  of 
going  to  America  should  insist  on  walking  there,  because 
journej'S  on  foot  arc  more  poetical  than  journeys  by 
steam ; in  vain  is  he  shown  the  impossibility  of  crossing  the 
Atlantic  on  fiKjt ; he  lulmits  that  grovelling  fact,  but  his 
lofty  soul  has  visions  of  some  mysterious  overland  route  by 
which  he  hopes  to  pass.  lie  dies  without  reaching  America  ; 
but  to  the  last  gasp  be  maintains  that  he  has  discovered  the 
route  on  which  others  may  reach  it. 

Let  us  hear  no  more  of  the  lofty  views  claimed  as  the 
exclusive  privilege  of  Metaphysics.  Ignorant  indeed  must 
be  the  man  who  nowadays  is  unncriuainted  with  the  grandeur 
and  sweep  of  scientific  spccrilation  in  Astronomy  and  Geology, 
or  who  has  never  been  thrilled  by  the  revelations  of  the 
telescope  and  microscope.  The  heights  and  depths  of  man’s 
nature,  the  heights  to  which  he  aspires,  the  depths  into 
which  he  searches,  and  the  grander  generalities  on  Life, 
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Destiny,  and  the  Universe,  find  as  eminent  a plaee  in  Science 
as  in  Metaphysics.  And  even  were  we  compelled  to  acknow- 
ledge that  lofty  views  were  excluded  from  Science,  the 
earnest  mind  would  surely  barter  such  loftmess  for  Truth  ? 
Our  struggle,  our  passion,  our  hope,  is  for  Truth,  not  for  lofti- 
ness ; for  sincerity,  not  for  pretence.  If  we  cannot  reach 
certain  heights,  let  us  acknowledge  them  to  be  inacessible, 
and  not  deceive  ourselves  and  others  by  phnises  which 
pretend  that  these  heights  are  accessible.  Bentham  warns 
us  against  ‘question-begging  epithets;’  and  one  of  these 
is  the  epithet  ‘lofty,’  with  which  Metaphysical  Bhilosoidiy 
allures  the  unwary  strident.  As  a specimen  of  the  sentiment 
so  inappropriately  dragged  in  to  decide  questions  not  of 
sentiment  but  of  truth,  consider  the  following  passage 
delivered  from  the  professorial  chair  to  students  whoso 
opinions  were  to  be  formed  : — 

‘ A spirit  of  most  misjudging  contempt  hits  for  many  years 
become  fashionable  towards  the  metaphysical  contemplations 
of  the  elder  sages.  Alas ! I cannot  undei'staud  on  what 
principles.  Is  it,  then,  a matter  to  be  exulted  in,  that  we 
have  at  length  discovered  that  our  faculties  are  only  formed 
for  earth  and  earthly  phenomena  ? Are  we  hr  rejoice  at  our 
own  limitations,  and  delight  that  we  can  be  cogently  demon- 
strated to  be  prisoners  of  sense  and  the  facts  of  sense  ? In 
those  early  struggles  after  a higher  and  more  perfect  know- 
ledge, and  in  the  forgetfulness  of  every  inferior  science 
through  the  very  ardour  of  the  pursuit,  there  is  at  least  a 
glorious,  an  irresistible  testimony  to  the  loftier  destinies  of 
man ; and  it  might  almost  be  pronounced  that  in  mch  a 
view,  their  very  errors  evidence  a truth  higher  than  all  our 
discoveries  can  disclose ! When  Lord  Bacon,  with  his  clear 
and  i)owerful  reasonings,  led  our  thinkers  from  these  ancient 
regions  of  thought  (then  newlj'  opened  to  the  modem  world) 
to  the  humbler  but  more  varied  and  extensive  dei>artment  of 
inductive  inquiry,  I represent  to  myself  that  angel-guide,  all 
light  and  grace,  who  is  pictured  by  our  great  poet  as  slowly 
conducting  the  first  of  our  nice  from  Paradise,  to  leave  him 
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in  a world,  vast,  indeed,  and  varied,  but  where  thorns  and 
thistles  abounded,  and  food— often  uncertain  and  often 
I>erilous — was  to  be  gained  only  by  the  sweat  of  the  brow  and 
in  the  downcast  attitude  of  servile  toil.’* 

It  would.be  an  in.snit  to  the  reader’s  understanding  to 
answer  the  several  ab.surditics  and  ‘ question-begging  ’ posi- 
tions of  this  passage,  which,  however,  is  typical  of  much  that 
may  be  read  in  many  writers.  Contempt  for  the  specida- 
tions  of  the  elder  sagos,  or  indeed  of  moderns,  is  a feeling  we 
should  be  slow  to  acknowledge,  whatever  estimate  we  formed 
of  their  truth.  If  my  polemical  tone  against  a Method  I 
believe  to  be  not  only  hopeless  but  nowadays  pernicious  has 
sometimes  seemed  to  warrant  such  an  accusation,  let  me,  on 
persomd  no  less  than  pliilosophic  grounds,  rebut  it  here.  The 
memory  of  long  laborious  study,  ever  baffled  ever  renewed, 
would  alone  suffice  to  create  sympathy  and  respect  for  all 
earnest  seekers ; and  if  this  feeling  were  not  present,  the 
Positive  Philosophy  would  suffice,  pointing  as  it  does  to  all 
the  great  metaithysicians  as  necessary  precursors,  without 
whose  labours  Science  would  never  have  existed.  It  is  not 
because  the  noble  pioneers  have  perished  in  the  trenches, 
that  their  renown  should  fade.  If  we  make  a bridge  of 
their  dead  bodies,  we  should  raise  a monument  to  their 
devotion. 

• Abciirh  Bitlkk  : Lecturts  on  the  Uift.  of  Ancient  Philosoph^^  ii.  109. 
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n.  THE  OBJECTIVE  AXD  SUBJECTIVE  SIETHOUS. 

§ 1 2.  A Spanish  metaphysician  truly  says  that  the  question 
of  Method  rules,  and  in  one  sense  comprehends,  all  philoso- 
phical questions,  beings  indeed  Philosophy  in  action.*  As  it 
is  a path  on  which  Truth  is  sought,  we  must  first  come  to 
some  agreement  respecting  the  object  of  search. 

The  question.  What  is  Truth  ? has  been  variously  answered, 
but  insteiul  of  pausing  here  to  consider  the  answers,  I will 
propose  one  which  is  sufficiently  catholic  to  be  accepted  by 
all  schools. 

Truth  is  the  correspondence  between  the  order  of 
ideas  and  the  order  of  phenomena,  so  that  the  one  is 
a reflection  of  the  other — the  movement  of  Thought 
following  the  movement  of  Things. 

The  correspondence  can  never  be  absolute  : it  must,  from 
the  very  structure  of  the  mind,  be  relative  ; but  this  relative 
accuracy  suffices  when  it  enables  us  to  foresee  ivith  certainty 
the  changes  which  will  arise  in  the  external  order  under 
given  conditions.  If  the  order  in  our  ideas  respecting  falling 
bodies  sufficiently  corresponds  with  the  order  of  the  phe- 
nomena themselves  to  enable  us  to  express  the  Law  with 
precision,  and  foresee  its  results  with  certainty,  we  have  in 
that  Law  a truth  of  the  only  kind  attainable  by  us. 

The  reader  will  observe  that  I have  used  the  phrases  ‘ order  in 
ideas  ’ and  ‘ movement  of  thought  ’ instead  of  adopting  the 
ordinary  formula  ‘ ideas  conformable  with  objects.’  If  Truth  is 

• Nfeto  Serrano:  Uosqurjo  dt  la  Cxencia  Madrid,  Porie 

primera,  p.  31.  * La  cueation  de  metodo  dominu  y comprendo  hnstA  cierto  punto 

foda«  las  cucstioDCB  filosdficas.  Kfectivamonte  t‘l  nuUodo  filosofieo  pb  la  filo«of1a 
mit»ma  cn  accion,  la  cual  aparece  ya  tal  cual  e«  demio  lo«  primeros  paw>s,  y no  puodo 
desmentirMP  en  lo  buccsito.* 
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the  conformity  of  icie.as  with  objects,  Truth  is  a chimera,  or 
Idealism  is  irresistible.  ‘ La  notion  de  veritd  iinplique  uiie 
contradiction,’  says  Delbocuf.  ‘ Par  definition,  une  idee  n’est 
vraie  qu’a  la  condition  d’etre  conforme,  adequate  a son  objet. 
Mais,  par  essence,  une  idee  est  necessairement  differente  d’nn 
objet.  Comment  done  puis-je  parler  d’une  equation  entre 
I’idee  et  son  objet  ? ’ * The  old  sceptical  arguments  are  un- 
answerable on  this  ground.  We  need  not,  however,  rush 
into  Idealism  by  affirming  the  identity  of  ideas  and  their 
objects ; we  need  simply  give  up  all  pretension  to  absolute 
knowledge,  and  rest  contented  with  relative  knowledge,  which 
permits  of  our  adjusting  our  actions  to  the  external  order. 
Indeed  the  ultimate  aim  of  knowledge  is  adaptation  ; and  we 
call  it  Truth  when  the  adaptation  is  precise.  What  bodies 
are  in  themselves,  what  falling  is  in  itself,  need  not  properly 
concern  us  ; only  what  are  the  relations  in  which  bodies  and 
their  movements  stand  to  our  perceptions.  If  in  attempt- 
ing to  comprehend  these  relations  we  succeed  in  so  arranging 
our  ideas  that  their  order  corresponds  with  the  order  of 
phenomena  (as  when  we  think  of  falling  bodies  having  a 
velocity  proportional  to  the  time),  that  arrangement  is 
Truth ; but  if,  instead  of  the  movement  of  Thought  being 
controlled  by  the  movement  of  Things,  our  ideas  are  arranged 
in  an  order  w'hich  does  not  correspond  with  the  order  of 
phenomena  (as  when  we  think  of  the  velocity  being  propor- 
tional to  the  space  fallen  through),  that  is  Error.  And  this 
discloses  the  imperfection  of  the  many  definitions  of  Truth 
which  regard  it  as  ‘ conformity  among  ideas.’  The  conception 
of  velocity  proportional  to  space  is  a conception  which  would 
have  nothing  against  it  wore  it  not  opposed  to  the  facts.  As 
a pure  deduction  it  is  inevitable ; a movement  of  Thought 
determined  by  some  pre-existing  thought  necessarily  takes 
that  course  ; but  a movement  of  Thought  determined  by  that 
of  Things,  following  step  by  step  the  succession  of  phenomena, 
leads  to  the  conclusion  of  velocity  proportional  to  the  time. 

§ 13.  To  attain  this  correspondence  between  the  internal 

* Dei-docvf  : E^i  de  Logiqve  p.  3o. 
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aud  external  order  is  tlie  object  of  Search  ; and  the  Methods 
of  Search  are  two : 

a.  The  Objective  Method  which  mouhbs  its  conceptions  on 
realities  by  closely  following  the  movements  of  the  objects 
as  they  severally  present  themselves  to  Sense,  so  that  the 
movements  of  Thought  may  synchroni.se  with  the  move- 
ments of  Things. 

/3.  The  Subjective  Method  which  moulds  realities  on  its  con- 
ceptions, endeavouring  to  discern  the  order  of  Tilings,  not 
by  step  by  step  adjustments  of  the  order  of  ideas  to  it,  but 
by  the  anticipatory  rush  of  Thought,  the  direction  of  which 
is  determined  by  Thoughts  and  not  controlled  by  Objects. 
Observation  of  objects  presented  to  the  mind  must  bo 
succeeded  by  Conjecture  respecting  the  connecting,  but 
unobsen-ed,  links.  The  successive  stages  of  inquiry  are 
from  Observation  to  Conjecture,  and  from  Conjecture  to 
Verification.  The  Subjective  Method  stops  at  the  second 
stage : its  function  is  Hypothesis.  The  Objective  Method 
passes  on  to  the  third  stage : its  function  is  Verification. 
Thus  while  the  first  characterises  our  spontaneous  tendency, 
and  is  seen  in  full  vigour  in  all  the  early  forms  of  speculation, 
the  second  characterises  our  reflective  tendency,  and  is  the 
source  of  positive  knowledge.  The  Objective  Method  thus 
absorbs  what  is  excellent  in  the  Subjective  Method,  as 
Science  takes  up  into  itself  whatever  Mctaiihysics  can  esta- 
blish, rejecting  what  is  irrelevant  and  completing  what  is 
incomplete.  Both  physicist  and  metaphj-sicist  employ  Obser- 
vation and  Conjecture ; but  the  physicist,  if  true  to  the 
Objective  Method,  is  carefid  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  his 
observations  and  conjectures,  submitting  the  order  of  his 
ideas  to  the  order  of  phenomena ; whereas  the  metaphysicist, 
obeying  the  subjective  impulse,  is  careless  of  Verification, 
and  is  quite  ready  lo  rely  on  data  and  conclusions  which  are 
absolutely  incapable  of  Verification.  The  one  freely  cmploj’s 
Hypothesis  tmder  the  rigorous  condition  of  never  relying 
on  a conjecture  as  a fact,  never  assuming  that  a harmony 
in  his  conceptions  must  necessarily  imply  a corresponding 
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arrangement  in  plienoinena;  the  other  employs  Hypothesis 
under  the  single  condition  of  not  thereby'  introducing  a 
logical  discord.  In  the  one  ease  the  ‘ anticipatory  rush  of 
thought  ’ is  controlled  by  the  confrontation  of  ideas  with  ob- 
jects. In  the  other  ciise  the  rush  of  thought  is  controlled  only 
b^'  the  confrontation  of  ideas  with  ideas.  Briefly,  then,  it 
may  be  said  that  the  Objective  Method  seeks  Truth  in  the 
relations  of  objects  ; whereas  the  Subjective  Method  seeks  it 
in  the  relations  of  ideas. 

§ 14.  Philosophers  e.vpound  the  objective  and  subjective 
elements  of  which  Knowledge  is  composed,  as  the  material 
and /ormal  elements.  Things  furnhsh  the  materials.  Thought 
furnishes  the  forms.  Objects  stimulate  the  activity  of  the 
Mind ; the  Laws  of  mental  action  determine  the  result,  in 
the  forms  of  percepts,  concepts,  and  judgments.  But  philo- 
sophers continually  overlook  the  important  consideration 
that  the  Mind,  besides  its  laws  which  determine  the  forms 
of  the  material  given  by  objects,  has  also  a movement  of  its 
own ; and  this  movement  is  determined  from  within,  by 
some  pre-existing  movement,  just  as  it  may  be  determined 
from  without,  by  the  stimulus  of  objects.  It  is  this  subjective 
current  which,  disturbing  the  clear  reflection  of  the  objective 
order,  is  the  main  source  of  error..  It  determines  those 
concepts  and  judgments  which  have  no  corresponding  objects ; 
hallucinations,  reveries,  dreams,  hj-potheses,  figments.  This 
being  so,  we  cannot  accept  the  notion  adopted  by  Sir  W. 
Hamilton  from  Twesten,  that  ‘ the  condition  of  error  is  not 
the  activity  of  intelligence  but  its  inactivity.’  On  the  con- 
trary we  must  assign  error  to  the  activity  of  intelligence 
when  it  follows  its  own  impulses  in  lieu  of  receiving  the 
direction  from  objects.  ‘ Wliat  is  actually  thought,’  according 
to  Twesten  and  his  follower,  ‘ cannot  but  be  coiTectly 
thought.  Error  first  commences  when  thinking  is  remitted, 
and  can  in  fact  only  gain  admission  in  virtue  of  the  truth 
which  it  contains ; — every  error  is  a perverted  truth.’  * This 
seems  to  me  so  glaringly  in  opposition  to  all  rational  inter- 

• IIamiltd.v:  lyylc,  i.  77. 
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pretation  that  I must  conclude  it  to  mean  something  very 
difiPerent  from  what  it  says.  Hamilton’s  comment  only  makes 
the  matter  worse. 

§ 15.  That  the  source  of  Error  is  the  svhjective  current  deter- 
mining the  direction  of  the  thoughts,  is  easily  shoxvn.  Error 
arises  in  the  substitiition  of  Inference  for  Presentation.  No 
error  can  possibly-  arise  in  Sensation  itself,  but  solely  in  the 
movements  of  thought  which  are  prompted  by  the  sensation. 
The  immense  activity  of  this  subjective  current,  the  large  in- 
terfusion of  Inference  in  the  simplest  acts  of  Perception,  has 
long  been  recognised  ; and,  as  I liave  said  elsewhere,  what  is 
called  a ‘ fact  ’ and  held  to  be  indisputable  because  it  is  a 
‘ fact,’  is  in  reality  a bundle  of  inferences,  some  or  all  of 
which  may  be  false,  tied  together  by  sensations,  which  must 
be  true.  Take  a case  so  simple  as  the  sight  of  an  apple  on 
the  table.  All  that  is  here  directly  certified  by  consciousness 
is  the  sensation  of  a coloured  surface ; with  this  are  linked 
certain  ideas  of  roundness,  firmness,  sweetness,  and  fragrance, 
which  were  once  sensations,  and  are  now  recalled  by  this  of 
colour;  and  the  whole  group  of  actual  and  inferred  sensations 
clusters  into  the  fact  which  is -expressed  in  ‘there  is  an 
apple.’  Yet  any  one  of  these  inferences  may  be  erroneous. 
The  coloured  object  may  be  the  imitation  of  an  apple  in 
wood  or  stone ; the  inferences  of  roundness  and  solidity 
would  then  be  correct,  those  of  sweetness  and  fragrance 
erroneous ; the  statement  of  fact  would  he  false.  Or  the 
object  seen  may  be  another  kind  of  fruit,  resembling  an 
apple,  yet  in  important  particulars  differing  from  it.  Or  the 
object  may  not  exist,  and  our  perception  may  be  an  halluci- 
nation. Thus  a case  seemingly  so  simple  may  furnish  us 
with  the  evidence  that  Facts  express  our  conception  of  the 
order  in  external  things,  and  not  the  unadulterated  order 
itself.  Should  the  accuracy  of  any  particular  fact  happen  to 
he  of  importance — and  in  Science  all  facts  are  important — 
we  must  verify  it,  before  accepting  it.  How  is  it  verified  ? 
By  submitting  each  of  its  constituent  inferences  to  the  primordial 
test  of  Consciousness.  The  test  with  regard  to  objects  within 
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range  of  sense  is  obviously  the  reduction  of  Inference  to 
Sc'nsation.  The  test  with  regard  to  axioms,  or  general 
principles  transcending  sense,  is  confonuity  with  the  laws  of 
thought ; when  we  have  thus  verified  a fact  we  have  attained 
the  highest  degree  of  certitude. 

The  mental  vision  by  which  in  Perceidion  we  see  the 
unnpparent  details — i.  e.  by  which  sensations  formerly  co- 
existing with  the  one  now  affecting  us  are  reinstated  under 
the  form  of  ideas,  which  represent  the  objects — is  a process 
closely  allied  to  Ratiocination,  which  also  presents  an  ide<d 
series  such  as,  if  the  objects  were  before  us,  would  be  a series 
of  sensations,  or  perceptions.  A chain  of  reasoning  is  a 
chain  of  inferences,  which  are  ideal  presentations  of  the 
details  now  unapparent  to  sense.  Could  we  realise  all  the 
links  in  this  chain,  by  placing  the  objects  in  their  actual 
order  as  a visible  series,  the  chain  of  reasoning  would  be  a 
succession  of  perceidions,  and  would  cease  to  be  called 
reasoning.  The  path  of  the  planets  is  seen  by  reason  to-be 
an  ellipse ; it  would  be  perceived  as  a fact  if  we  were  in  a 
pro2)cr  position,  and  endowed  with  the  retjuisite  instruments 
to  enable  us  to  follow  the  planet  in  its  course.  Not  having 
this  advantage,  we  infer  the  unapparent  points  in  its  course, 
from  those  which  are  apparent.  We  see  them  -mentally. 
In  like  manner,  suppose  a human  body  is  discovered  under 
conditions  which  suggest  that  it  has  been  burned,  but 
without  suflBcient  indication  of  the  cause,  i.  e.  the  facts 
antecedent  to  the  burning.  Some  one  suggests  that  these 
unapparent  facts  are  those  of  Sponhineous  Combustion.  Our 
greater  familiarity  with  the  facts  of  combustion  in  general, 
and  with  the  facts  of  the  animal  organism,  enables  ns  to  see 
that  this  explanation  is  absurd ; we  mentally  range  the 
supposed  objects  before  us,  and  see  that  such  an  order  of 
co-existences  and  successions  is  in  contradiction  to  all 
experience;  we  caimot  see  what  the  actual  order  -was,  but 
see  clearly  that  it  was  not  that. 

Correct  reasoning  is  the  ideal  assemblage  of  objects  in 
their  true  relations  of  co-existence  and  succession.  It  is  see- 
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ing  with  the  miud’a  eye.  Bad  reasoning  residts  from  over- 
looking either  some  of  the  objects,  or  their  relations ; some 
links  are  dropped,  and  the  gap  is  filled  up  from  another 
series.  Thus  the  traveller  sees  a highwayman,  where  there 
is  truly  no  more  than  a sign-post  in  the  twilight ; and  a 
philosopher,  in  the  twilight  of  knowledge,  sees  a pestilence 
foreshadowed  by  an  eclipse. 

These  considerations  may  elucidate  the  real  meaning  to  be 
assigned  to  Facts,  which  are  sometimes  taken  to  express  the 
order  of  external  things,  and  sometimes  our  conception  of  that 
order — our  dcscrijMim  of  it ; just  as  sound  means  both  the 
vibrations  of  the  air,  and  our  sensation  of  them.  There  is  a 
general  tendency  to  use  the  word  Fact  for  a final  truth. 
‘ This  is  a fact  not  a theory  ’ means,  ‘ this  is  an  indis- 
putable truth,  not  a disputable  inew  of  the  truth.’  But  if,  as 
we  have  seen.  Facts  are  inexti'icably  mingled  with  Inferences, 
and  if  both  Perception  and  Reasoning  are  jirocesses  of  mental 
visian  reinstating  nnapparent  details,  and  liable  to  error  in 
the  inferences,  it  is  clear  that  the  radical  antithesis  is  not 
between  Fact  and  Theory,  but  between  verified  and  unverified 
Inferences, 

The  antithesis  between  Fact  and  Theory  is  untenable,  for 
the  same  statement  may  be  either  a fact  or  a theory,  without 
any  change  in  its  evidence.  It  is  a fact  that  the  earth  is 
globular.  It  is  a fact  that  this  globe  is  an  oblate  spheroid. 
It  is  a fact  that  its  orbit  is  elliptical.  No  one  doubts  that 
these  are  facts,  no  one  doubts  that  they  are  theories.  Shall 
we  say  that  they  were  theories  until  they  were  verified,  when 
they  became  facts  ? This  will  not  extricate  us ; since  all 
facts  require  verification  before  they  are  admitted  as  truths  ; 
up  to  that  point  they  are  not  less  inferential  than  theories. 

I see  an  apple  now  falling,  and  I see  an  apple  which  has 
fallen.  These  are  two  facts  which  ordinary  language  will 
not  suffer  us  to  call  theories.  Now  consider  two  thc(.)ries 
which  ordinary  language  suffers  us  to  call  facts : namely, 
that  all  apples  when  unsupported  will  fall,  and  that  the  spaces 
fallen  through  will  be  as  the  squares  of  the  times.  These 
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are  two  theories  of  extreme  generality,  which  are  far  more 
indisputable  than  the  facts  we  have  contrasted  them  with. 
Tliey  carry  such  certainty  that  no  mind  having  the  reqxiisite 
preparation  can  for  a moment  hesitate  in  assenting  to  them. 
They  are  inferences  which  are  necessities.  Whereas  the 
inferences  involved  in  the  facts  before  named  may  very  easily 
be  erroneous.  Tlie  falling  object  may  not  be  an  apple ; the 
apple  found  at  the  foot  of  the  tree  may  not  have  fallen,  but 
have  been  plucked  and  placed  there.  Thus  doubt  is  permis- 
sible ; and  if  the  facts  carried  any  importance  we  should  be 
bound  to  verify  the  accuracy  of  our  inferences.  No  doubt  is 
permissible  in  respect  to  the  two  theories,  because  the 
inferences  on  which  they  rest  have  already  been  rigorously 
verified.  They  carrj''  none  of  those  possibilities  of  error 
which  we  know  may  bo  carried  by  individual  experiences ; 
all  such  possibilities  have  been  eliminated  in  the  establish- 
ment of  the  general  ti-uth.  Should  any  individual  experience 
seem  in  contradiction  with  a thoroughly  verified  theory, 
should  a hundred  individual  experiences  contradict  it,  our 
confidence  would  suffer  no  disturbance  ; we  should  at  once 
assign  them  to  the  interference  of  some  condit  ion  not  included 
in  the  formulu.  That  condition  might  be  wholly  undiscover- 
able,  but  we  should  be  certain  that  the  laws  of  nature  were 
invariable ; and  our  experience  of  disturbing  influences  is 
suflicientl}'  extensive  to  invoke  them  in  every  apparent 
exception  to  a law.  If  it  happened  that  two  magnets  placed 
side  by  side  impressed  on  a particle  of  iron  a velocity  greater, 
or  less,  than  the  sum  of  the  velocity  due  to  each  magnet 
acting  separately,  and  if  this  were  to  occur  a thousand  times, 
we  should  not  doxibt  the  truth  of  the  law  that  the  velocity  is 
proportional  to  the  force,  but  should  attribute  this  exception 
to  some  exceptional  condition,  such  as  the  influence  of  one 
magnet  on  the  other.  The  reason  is  simple : the  law  has 
been  rigorously  verified ; the  absence  of  any  excejffional 
condition  has  not  been  verified,  whereas  the  presence  of  such 
a condition  is  suggested  by  manifold  experiences  in  ana- 
logous cases. 
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Failing  thus  to  discover  any  valid  antithesis  between  Fact 
and  Theory,  we  must  look  upon  the  ordinary  distinction  as 
simply  verbal.  Shall  we  express  it  by  the  terms  Description 
and  Explanation,  implying  that  a Fact  describes  the  order  of 
phenomena,  and  a Theory  interprets  that  order  ? For  many 
purposes  this  would  suffice.  Yet  on  examination  we  shall 
find  that  an  Explanation  is  only  a fuller  Description  : more 
details  are  introduced,  greater  precision  is  given,  the  links 
in  the  chain  which  are  unappareut  to  sense,  are  made 
apparent  to  reason  ; hut  the  essential  mystery  is  untouched  ; 
successions  are  enumerated,  but  causation  escapes.  Thus  in 
the  description  of  falling  bodies,  greater  fulness  and  precision 
of  detail  are  given  when  the  unapparent  links  are  added,  and 
the  law  of  gravitation  is  introduced  as  the  explanation.  In 
like  manner  the  description  of  an  event,  say  the  destruction 
of  a house  by  a fire,  acquires  greater  fulness  and  precision  of 
detail  when  the  apparent  details  are  completed  by  some  ej'e- 
witness  who  saw  the  fire  break  out,  and  explains  it  by  this 
enumeration  of  details.  In  each  case  the  objects  are  ranged 
in  their  order,  and  are  seen  thus ; hut  in  each  case  many 
objects  are  not  seen,  many  intermediate  links  are  overlooked, 
or  are  undiscoverable  ; and  the  causal  nexus  is  for  ever  undis- 
coverable.  Thus  it  is  that  explanations  are  descriptions, 
and  descriptions  are  explanations,  facts  are  theories,  and 
theories  facts.  Science  is  the  explanation  of  nature;  the 
systematic  co-ordination  of  the  facts  of  co-existence  and 
succession. 

§ 16.  In  the  preceding  paragraphs  we  have  vindicated  the 
necessity  of  the  subjective  current,  and  its  dangers.  The 
weakness  of  the  Subjective  Method  is  its  impossibility  of 
applying  Verification;  whereas  the  security  of  the  Objective 
Method  lies  in  its  vigilant  Verification.  In  both  the  mind 
has  to  supply  the  formal  elements ; in  both  it  has  to  link 
together  sensations  by  inferences,  and  to  classify  objects 
according  to  inferred  relations.  But  the  Objective  Method 
simply  co-ordinates  the  materials  furnished  by  Experience ; 
it  introduces  no  new  materials ; or  if  it  admits  them,  it  does 
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so  provisionally  and  hj-ijotlietically ; they  are  not  accepted  as 
real  objects  until  their  reality  has  been  otherwise  established. 
Whereas  the  Subjective  Method  is  pei-petuaUy  overstepping 
the  limits  that  divide  the  material  from  the  formal ; its 
tendency  is  to  confound  concepts  with  percepts,  ideas  ^vith 
objects,  conjectures  with  realities.  It  commits  the  fault  of 
drawing  material  from  the  Subject,  instead  of  drawing  onl}' 
/oral.  It  takes  up  an  inference  and  treats  it  as  a fact,  and 
thus  gives  its  own  fictions  the  character  of  reality.  Because 
it  cannot  apply  Verification  it  assumes  that  the  order  of  ideas 
must  correspond  with  the  external  order  if  no  disorder  (con- 
tradiction) be  displayed.  Hence  it  is  that  metaphysical  con- 
clusions are  sometimes  so  audaciously  at  variance  with  what 
is  known  of  the  extonial  order.* 

§ 1 7.  The  Objective  Methoil  is  incapable  of  reachmg  any 
results  without  the  large  employment  of  Inference,  the  suc- 
cessive steps  of  discovery  being  Observation,  Hypothesis,  and 
Verification.  It  is  distinguished  from  the  Subjective  Method, 
not  by  its  aim,  which  is  in  both  that  of  co-ordinating  the 
relations  of  objects,  but  by  its  principle  of  seeking  the  rela- 
tions in  the  order  of  the  objects  themselves,  instead  of  in 
the  order  of  our  ideas : submitting  therefore  every  Inference 
to  the  control  of  Verification,  and  refusing  to  accept  a con- 
jecture as  a fact  until  it  hiis  been  tested  by  confrontation 
with  the  external  order.  The  cardinal  distinction  between 
Metaphysics  and  Science  lies  in  Method,  not  in  the  nature 
of  their  topics  ; and  the  proof  of  this  is  exemplified  in  the 
fact  that  a theory  may  be  transferred  from  Metaphysics  to 
Eicience  simply  by  the  addition  of  a verifiable  element;  or, 
conversely,  may  be  transferred  from  Science  to  Metaphysics 
by  the  withdrawal  of  this  satne  verifiable  element.  Thus 
the  law  of  gravitation  is  a scientific  theory;  but  "if  we  with- 
draw from  it  the  verifiable  formula  ‘ inversely  as  the 

* Hbc.el,  for  instance,  bases  his  system  on  Contmliction.  So  far  from  admitting 
that  B thing  cannot  be  the  contnvry  of  that  which  it  is,  he  affirms,  as  afundainentul 
principle,  that  ‘everything  is  at  once  that  which  it  is  and  the  contrary  of  that 
w hich  it  is.’ 
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square  of  tlie  distance  and  directly  as  the  mass,’  there 
remains  only  the  occult  Attraction, — which  is  metaphysical. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  to  a metaphysical  thcorj’  of  gravita- 
tion, which  explains  the  phenomena  by  Attraction  or  an 
‘ inherent  virtue,’  we  add  the  verifiable  formula  of  its  mode 
of  action,  the  purely  subjective  conception  passes  at  once 
into  the  objective  region,  and  a scientific  theory  results. 

§ 18.  In  the  course  of  this  History  we  shall  be  incessantly 
witnessing  the  disastrous  effects  of  transporting  the  formal 
elements  of  knowledge  into  the  region  of  material  elements — 
‘ realising  abstractions,’  as  it  is  called — and  deducing  con- 
clusions from  unverified  inferences  as  if  they  had  been 
verified.  We  shall  witness  the  eflbrts  of  philosophers  to 
interpret  the  external  order  by  the  internal  order,  animating 
Nature  with  human  tendencies,  interpreting  viators  by  mo- 
tives. Thus  because  we  derive  our  concejdions  of  Force  and 
Cause  from  our  own  efforts  and  volitions,  we  interpret  the 
changes  seen  without  us  by  the  changes  felt  within  us.  Tliis 
is  the  source  of  the  Fetichism  of  children  and  savages ; of 
the  Polytheism  of  early  nations ; and,  by  a gradual  refine- 
ment in  abstraction,  of  the  Metaphysics  and  Physics  of 
philosophers.  Causes  are  first  personified ; next  raised  into 
Deities;  then,  by  gradual  eliTninafjon  of  the  personal  quali- 
ties, transformed  into  Entities ; and  finally  resolved  into 
Forces,  which  are  exi)onents  of  relations.  Thus  first  dis- 
appears the  WiU,  next  the  independent  existence ; and 
what  finally  remains  is  an  abstract  erjiression  of  the  ob- 
served order. 

§ 19.  To  make  the  two  Methods  more  readily  appreciable 
by  exhibiting  them  in  operation,  I will  select  an  imaginary 
case  and  two  real  cases. 

From  a country  where  clocks  are  unknown,  even  by  tradi- 
tion, two  travellers  arrive,  and  in  the  kitchen  of  the  cottage 
where  they  are  first  received  they  observe  with  astonishment 
an  eight-day  clock.  ”1110  phenomena  it  presents  arc  so  novel 
that  our  travellers  at  once  begin  attempting  an  explanation. 
Now  all  explanation  consists  in  bringing  the  unknown  facts 
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under  certain  general  facta  already  known ; only  by  finding 
what  the  unknown  is  like,  can  it  be  classed  and  known. 
In  the  present  case  the  new  phenomena  resemble  certain 
phenomena  observed  in  animals.  Hence  the  first  rough 
apjiroximation  to  an  explanation  is  the  conjecture  that  the 
clock  must  be  .alive.  Suppose  one  of  the  travellers  to  be 
uncultivated,  and  stUl  in  the  fetichistic  stage,  he  will  at  once 
conclude  from  hie  conjecture  that  the  clock  is  a fetich,  and  is 
inhabited  by  a good  or  evU  Spirit.  Let  us,  however,  supjwse 
him  to  have  emerged  from  the  primitive  stage  of  intellectual 
development,  and  to  have  become  a thoughtful  metaphy- 
sician. His  companion  we  will  suppose  to  have  been  trained 
in  Science  and  its  metho<ls.  Both  start  from  the  spontaneous 
hypothesis  that  the  clock  is  alive,  this  being  the  conjecture 
which  most  naturally  ranges  the  new  phenomena  under 
known  phenomena.  Let  us  now  watch  their  i)roccdure. 

A is  a subjective  philosopher,  and,  not  aware  of  the  ab- 
solute necessity  of  verifying  his  hj"[M)thesis,  proceeds  to 
apply  it,  and  to  deduce  explanations  of  the  clock-phenomena 
from  the  known  facts  of  animal  life.  Tlie  ticking  resembles 
the  regular  sounds  of  breathing ; the  beating  of  the  pendulum 
is  like  the  beatmg  of  the  heart ; the  slow  movements  of  the 
hands  are  they  not  movements  of  feelers  in  seiireh  of  food  ? 
the  striking  of  the  hours  are  they  not  cries  of  pain  or  expres- 
sions of  anger  ? If  the  hours  are  struck  just  as  he  approaches 
the  clock  to  examine  it,  or  has  laid  hold  of  it,  the  coincidence 
easily  suggests  rage  or  terror  as  the  cause ; and  he  having 
once  formed  that  conception,  all  subsequent  experience  of  the 
clock  striking  when  he  is  at  a distance  from  it,  or  when  no 
one  is  in  the  kitchen,  will  fail  to  shake  it,  but  will  be  .accom- 
modated to  it  by  other  explanations. 

By  continuing  to  observe  the  phenomena  his  first  rough 
explanation  would  gradually  be  modified,  and  give  place  to 
one  more  consistent  with  the  facts.  A variety  of  ingenious 
explanations  would  occur ; but  they  would  all  l>e  vitiated  by 
the  absence  of  any  verification  of  the  data.  He  obsen-es  a 
certain  periodicity  in  the  recurrence  of  tlie  cries.  There  is 
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a rcg’ularity  in  the  suceossion  of  these  cries — one  being 
always  followed  by  two,  and  two  by  three,  and  so  on  up  to 
twelve ; after  which  one  recurs  and  two  and  three  in  the  old 
order.  To  his  great  delight  he  at  last  observes  a coincidence 
l)ctween  each  of  these  cries  and  the  position  of  the  hands 
on  the  dial-plate ; the  longer  hand  always  pointing  to  twelve, 
and  the  shorter  hand  to  the  number  corresponding  with  the 
cries.  Hence  he  properly  infers  a causal  connection ; but 
what  that  is  he  can  only  guess ; out  of  several  guesses  he 
selects  the  most  plausible.  He  propounds  his  explanation 
to  his  friend  B with  perfect  confidence  in  its  truth. 

B hereupon  impatiently  points  out  the  treacherous  nature 
of  the  procedure  A has  followed.  ‘ My  dear  fellow,  you  seem 
unaware  that  your  starting-point  requires  strict  examination. 
You  assume  the  vitality  of  the  clock,  and  having  assumed 
this,  you  interpret  by  it  the  resemblance  of  ticking  to 
breathing,  and  of  the  sounds  to  cries  of  pain  and  anger.  But 
the  clock  may  be  alive,  and  yet  these  resemblances  may  be 
fallacious ; they  must  be  verified  before  they  can  be  accepted ; 
and  if  the  clock  is  not  alive  ? You  mpddle  yourself  with 
Metaphysics,  and  amuse  yourself  with  drawing  deductions, 
instead  of  verifying  your  data.  In  classing  the  new  facts 
under  old  facts  it  is  necessary  tliat  we  should  assure  our- 
selves that  the  resemblance  we  Imagine  is  a real  resemblance, 
and  springs  from  similar  roots.  To  effect  this,  rigorous 
Analysis  is  indisfwnsable.  But  on  your  Subjective  Method 
there  is  no  analysis  of  objects,  only  of  ideas.  Let  mo  describe 
the  course  of  my  o-wn  investigations,  guided  by  that  Method 
which  Science  has  taught  me  to  rely  on. 

‘ Like  you  I conjectured  that  an  animal  was  before  me. 
What  animal?  I first  perceived  that  in  many  respects  it 
was  unlike  all  animals  known  to  me ; and  pursuing  this 
track  ! found  so  many  points  of  unlikeness,  and  these  of  such 
significance  in  animal  life,  that  another  conjecture  emerged, 
and  I asked.  Is  it  an  animal  at  all  ? Here  were  two  starting- 
points,  both  conjectural,  both  needing  verification.  I chose  to 
begin  upon  the  second,  and  for  this  reason : if  the  clock  were 
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not  an  animal  the  natural  inference  was  that  it  must  be  a 
machine.  I was  already  familiar  with  many  machines, 
more  so  than  \vith  organisms,  and  I began  trying  how  far  the 
observed  jihenomena  could  be  brought  under  the  known  facts 
of  mechanism.  Now  obsen^e  the  -operation  of  scientific 
method ! You  might  have  joined  with  me  in  forming 
precisely  the  same  conjectures,  but  j-ou  would  have  started 
oflF  at  a tangent,  and  would  have  deduced  from  mechanical 
facts  just  as  you  deduced  from  vital  facts,  without  troubling 
yourself  about  Verification.  Had  I not  emj^loj-ed  that 
potent  instrument  Analj-sis  I should  never  have  discovered 
the  truth  about  the  clock.  The  complex  facta  had  to  be  de- 
composed, and  their  elements  ascertained.  As  this  could  not 
(successfully)  be  done  by  analysis  of  my  ideas,  I had  no 
alternative  but  to  take  the  clock  to  pieces,  bit  by  bit,  in  the 
search  after  the  objective  condition  of  each  element  in  this 
complex  whole.  I removed  the  dial-plate,  then  the  back, 
finally  the  whole  external  case ; but  still  the  i>endulum 
swung,  still  the  sounds  regularly  succeeded.  Accidentally 
arresting  the  pendidum,  I found  that  all  the  phenomena  dis- 
appeared ; restoring  its  swing,  I restored  the  phenomena. 
After  repeating  this  often  enough  to  eliminate  all  possibihties 
of  coincidence  I came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  clock- 
phenomena  were  dependent  on  the  motion  of  the  pendulum. 
This  was  one  step,  and  an  important  one ; but  it  was  no 
explanation.  There  were  two  questions  stiU  to  be  answered : 
What  makes  the  pendulum  move  in  this  manner  ? and  how 
docs  its  motion  etfect  the  observed  results  ? Had  I been 
deprived  of  the  means  of  objective  analysis,  unable  to  take 
the  clock  to  pieces,  I should  have  been  reduced  to  your  jjro- 
cedure — ingenious  guessing.  But  Obseivation  having  dis- 
closed the  ascent  of  one  weight  and  descent  of  another,  I con- 
jectured that  this  motion  was  eoimected  with  the  striking  of 
the  hom-s : I verified  it  by  pulling  the  descending  w'eight, 
*and  I found  that,  as  I pulled,  the  hands  revolved,  and  the 
sounds,  pi-eviously  heard  at  long  intervals,  now  rapidly 
succeedetl  each  other.  Having  laiil  bare  the  interior  I could 
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trace  tlio  action  of  each  part  of  the  mechanism.  I found  that 
each  beat  of  the  pendulum  detached  one  tooth  of  a wheel, 
and  thus  liberated  the  arrested  movement  of  that  wheel.  I 
observed  that  these  liberations  wore  pulses  coinciding  with  the 
tickings,  and  that  the  movements  of  the  hands  couicided  with 
these  movements  of  the  wheel,  every  sixty^  revolutions  of  the 
wheel  coinciding  with  e^ch  stroke  of  the  clock,  llaving  thus 
explained  the  mechanism  I rejected  the  idea  of  the  clock 
being  an  organism,  as  a needless  and  unacceptable  hypothesis. 
I found  that  it  resembles  other  mechanisms  in  all  its  essential 
characters,  whereas  it  wants  the  primary  character  of  an 
organism,  that  of  drawing  its  force  from  Nutrition.’ 

§ 20.  Even  those  who  may  object  that  our  scientific 
traveller  has  too  obviously  the  advantage  in  this  illustration 
will  admit  that  the  two  procedures  are  characteristically 
opposed.  It  is  in  taking  an  object  to  pieces  by  Analysis, 
either  real  or  ideal,  that  we  learn  to  estimate  its  elements  and 
thus  to  estimate  the  whole.  The  Subjective  Method  deduces 
the  elements  from  the  whole ; and  it  is  confirmed  in  this 
procedure  by  the  success  of  Deductive  Science.  There  is, 
however,  a vital  distinction  between  the  Deductive  Method 
and  the  Subjective  Method,  and  it  is  this : in  the  former  both 
data  and  conclusions  are  verified  by  confrontation  with  the 
external  order.  If  truth  is  the  correspondence  between  the 
order  of  ideas  and  the  order  of  phenomena,  the  only  right 
Method  must  bo  that  which  stei)  by  step  assures  the  con-e- 
spoudence,  demonstrating  that  the  order  of  our  ideas  is  also 
that  of  the  phenomena  they  represent. 

§ 21.  I have  still  to  exemplify  the  operation  of  the  rival 
Jlethods  by  two  cases  that  have  not  the  drawback  which  may 
attach  to  imaginary  illustration.  The  first  shall  be  borrowed 
from  Broussais,  in  his  contrast  of  Brown’s  system  with  his 
own  : — 

A survey  of  the  phenomena  of  life  led  both  to  the  general 
conception  of  Excitation  as  the  constant  condition  of  all 
vital  phenomena,  and  therefore  iis  a compendious  expression 
which  resumed  the  general  facts.  Up  to  this  point  both 
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followed  the  Objective  Method.  From  this  point  the  diver- 
gence was  great : ‘ Nous  profcssons  d’abord  avec  Brown,  que 
la  vie  ne  s’entretient  que  par  I’excitation.  Mais  nous  aban- 
donnons  aussitdt  cet  auteur,  parce  qu’il  prend  la  voie  de  I'ab- 
straction  en  disscrtant  toujours  sur  Vexcitation  considered  en 
elle-vieme;  nous  aiinous  mieux  cOt</icr  ce  phenomen-e  dans  les 
organes  et  dans  les  tissus  qui  les  coinposent,  ou  plutot  observer 
les  organes  et  les  tissus  excites.’* 

§ 22.  Our  secoud  illustration  shall  be  taken  from  the  in- 
structive though  deplorable  hypothesis  of  Spirit-rapping, 
which  is  an  iudelible  disgrace  to  the  education  of  our  age. 

A few  persons  stand  round  a table,  gently  resting  their 
hands  on  it,  biit  careful  not  to  push  in  any  direction.  In  a 
little  while  the  table  moves,  at  first  slowlj',  afterwards  with 
growing  velocity.  The  persons  are  aU  of  the  highest  respec- 
tability, above  suspicion  of  wilful  deceit.  The  phenomenon  is 
so  unexpected,  so  unprecedented,  that  an  explanation  is  im- 
periously demanded.  In  presence  of  unusual  phenomena, 
men  are  unable  to  remain  without  some  explanation  which 
shall  render  intelligible  to  them  how  the  unusual  event  is 
produced.  They  are  spectators  merely ; condemned  to 
witness  the  event,  unable  to  penetrate  directly  into  its  causes, 
unable  to  get  behind  the  scenes  and  see  the  strings  which 
move  the  puppets,  they  guess  at  what  they  cannot  see. 
Man  is  inlerpres  Naturce.  ^Vhether  he  be  metaphysician 
or  man  of  science,  his  starting-point  is  the  same ; and 
they  are  in  error  who  say  that  the  metaphysician  differs 
from  the  man  of  science  in  drawing  his  explanation  from  the 
recesses  of  his  own  mind  in  lieu  of  drawing  it  from  the  ob- 
servation of  facts.  Both  observe  facts,  and  both  dr.iw  their 
interpretations  from  their  own  minds.  Nay,  as  we  have  seen, 
there  is  necessarily,  even  in  the  most  familiar  fact,  the  annex- 
ation of  mental  inference — some  formal  element  added  by 
the  mind,  suggested  by,  but  not  given  in,  the  immediate  ob- 
servation. Facts  are  the  registration  of  direct  observation 
and  direct  inference,  congeries  of  particulars  partly  sensa- 
• Bkovhsais:  De  t Irritation,  2uJ  od.  1839,  i.  65. 


Digitized  by  Google 


THE  OBJECTIVE  AND  SUBJECTIVE  METHODS. 


xlvii 


tional,  partly  ideal.  Tlie  scientific  value  of  facts  depends  on 
the  validity  of  the  inferences  bound  up  with  them  ; and  hence 
the  profound  truth  of  Cullen’s  paradox,  that  there  -are  more 
false  facts  than  false  theories  current. 

The  facta  comprised  in  the  phenomenon  of  ‘ Table-turning  ’ 
are  by  no  means  so  simple  as  they  have  been  represented.  Let 
us,  however,  reserve  all  criticism,  and  fix  ovu  attention  solely 
on  the  phenomenon,  which,  expressed  in  rigorous  terms, 
amounts  to  this : — the  table  turns ; the  cause  of  its  turning 
is  unknown.  To  explain  this,  one  class  of  metai^hysical  minds 
refers  it  to  the  agency  of  an  unseen  Spirit.  Connecting  the 
si)iritual  manifestation  with  others  which  have  been  nanuted 
to  him,  the  interpreter  finds  no  difficulty  in  believing  that  a 
Spirit  moved  the  table  ; for  ‘ the  movement  assuredly  issued 
from  no  human  agency the  respectable  witnesses  ‘ declared 
they  did  not  piish.’  Unless  the  table  moved  itself,  therefore, 
his  conclusion  must  be  that  it  was  moved  by  a Spirit. 

Minds  of  another  class  give  another  explanation,  one 
equally  metaphysical,  although  its  advocates  scornfully  reject 
the  spiritual  hyi>othesis.  These  minds  arc  indisposed  to 
admit  the  existence  of  Spirits  as  agents  in  natural  phenomena ; 
but  their  interpretation,  in  spite  of  its  employing  the  lan- 
guage of  Science,  is  as  utterly  removed  from  scientific 
method  as  the  spiritual  interpretation  they  despise.  They 
attribute  the  phenomenon  to  Electricity.  Connecting  this 
supposed  electrical  manifestation  with  some  other  facts  which 
seem  to  warrant  the  belief  of  nervous  action  being  identi- 
cal with  electricity,  they  have  no  hesitation  in  affirming  that 
electricity  streams  from  the  tips  of  the  fingers.  It  is  even 
suggested  by  one  gentleman  that , ‘ the  nervous  fluid  has  pro- 
bably a rotatory  action,  and  a power  of  throwing  off  some  of 
its  surplus  force.’  How  entirely  these  ideas  of  nervous  fluid, 
rotatory  power,  and  surplus  force  are  additions  drawn  from  the 
imagination  and  not  supplied  in  the  objects,  I need  scarcely 
pause  to  point  out. 

Each  of  these  explanations  has  been  very  widely  accepted 
by  the  general  public.  The  obvious  defect  in  both  lies  in 
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the  utter  absence  of  any  objective  ^larantee.  We  ought 
to  bo  satisfied  with  no  explanation  which  is  without  its  valid 
guarantee.  Before  we  purchase  silver  spoons  we  demand 
to  see  the  mark  of  Silversmiths’  HaU,  to  be  assured  that  the 
spoons  are  silver,  and  not  plated  only.  The  test  of  the 
assayor  dispels  our  misgivings.  In  like  manner  when  the 
motion  of  a table  is  explained  by  spiritual  agency,  instead 
of  debating  whether  the  spirit  ‘ bring  airs  from  heaven  or 
blasts  from  hell,’  we  let  our  scepticism  fall  on  the  preliminary 
assumption  of  the  spirit’s  presence.  Prove  the  presence  of 
the  spirit,  before  you  ask  us  to  go  further.  If  present,  the 
spirit  is  perhaps  capable  of  producing  this  motion  of  the 
table ; wo  do  not  know  whether  it  is,  for  we  know  nothing 
about  spirits ; at  any  rate  the  primary  point  requiring  proof 
is  the  presence  of  the  spirit ; we  cannot  permit  you  to  assume 
such  a presence  merely  to  explain  such  a movement ; for  if 
the  fact  to  be  exjdained  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  explanation, 
we  might  with  equal  justice  assume  that  the  movement  was 
caused  by  an  invisible  dragon  who  tunied  the  table  by  the 
fanning  of  his  awful  wings.  If  it  is  permissible  to  draw 
material  from  the  Subject,  and  to  make  such  assumption 
valid  as  regards  objects,  our  right  to  assume  the  dragon  is 
on  a par  with  our  right  to  assume  tlie  spirit. 

A similar  initial  error  is  observable  in  the  electrical  hypo- 
thesis. Electricity  may  be  a less  intrinsically  improbable 
assumption,  but  its  presence  requires  proof.  After  that  step 
had  been  taken,  we  should  require  proof  that  electricity 
could  comport  itself  with  reference  to  tables  and  similar 
bodies  in  this  particular  manner.  We  have  various  tests  for 
the  presence  of  electricity ; various  means  of  ascertauiing 
how  it  would  act  upon  a table.  But  seeing  that  the  gentle- 
man who  spoke  so  confidently  of  ‘ currents  issuing  from 
the  tips  of  the  fingers  ’ never  once  attempted  to  prove  that 
there  were  currents ; and  knowing  moreover  that  these 
currents,  if  present,  would  not  make  a table  timn,  all  men 
of  true  scientific  culture  dismissed  the  explanation  with 
contempt. 
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Such  were  the  metaphysical  explanations  of  the  pheno- 
menon. They  are  vitiated  by  their  Method.  Very  different 
was  that  pursued  by  men  of  science.  The  object  sought  was 
the  unknown  cause  of  the  table’s  movement.  To  reach  the 
unknown  we  must  pass  by  the  Objective  Method  through 
the  avenues  of  the  known ; we  must  not  attempt  to  reach  it 
through  the  unknown.  Is  there  any  kno>vn  fact  with  which 
this  movement  can  be  allied?  The  first  and  most  obvious 
suggestion  was  that  the  table  was  pushed  by  the  hands  which 
rested  on  it.  There  is  a difficulty  in  the  way  of  this  expla- 
nation, namely,  ‘ that  the  persons  declare  solemnly  they  did 
not  push ; and,  as  persons  of  the  highest  respectability,  we 
are  bound  to  believe  them.’  Is  this  statement  of  any  value  P 
The  whole  question  is  involved  in  it.  But  the  philosophical 
mind  is  very  little  affected  by  guarantees  of  respectability  in 
matters  implicating  sagacity  rather  than  integrity.  The 
IVenclunan  assured  liis  fHeud  that  the  earth  did  turn  round 
the  sun,  and  offered  his  parole  d’honneur  as  a guarantee ; but 
in  the  delicate  and  difficult  question  of  science,  paroles 
d’honneur  have  a quite  inappreciable  weight.  We  may  there- 
fore set  aside  the  respectability  of  the  witnesses,  and,  with 
full  confidence  in  their  integrity,  estimate  the  real  value  of 
their  assertion,  which  amounts  to  this  : they  were  not  con- 
scious of  pushing.  If  we  come  to  examine  such  a case,  we 
find  Physiology  in  possession  of  abundant  examples  of  mus- 
cular action  unaccompanied  by  distinct  conspiousness,  and 
some  of  those  examples  are  very  similar  to  those  of  the 
unconscious  pushing,  which  may  have  turned  the  table  ; and 
we  are  thus  satisfied  of  three  important  points  : — 1.  Pushing 
is  an  adequate  cause,  and  will  serve  as  well  as  either  the 
supposed  spirit  or  electricity  to  explain  the  movement  of 
the  table.  2.  Pushing  may  take  place  without  any  distinct 
consciousness  on  the  part  of  those  who  push.  3.  Expectant 
attention  is  known  to  produce  such  a state  of  the  muscles  as 
would  occasion  this  unconscious  pushing. 

Considered  therefore  as  a mere  hypothesis,  this  of  tm- 
conscious  pushing  is  strictly  scientific ; it  may  not  be  true, 
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but  it  bas  fulfilled  the  preliminary  conditionfl.  Unlike  the 
two  hypotheses  it  opposes,  it  assumes  nothing  previously 
unknown,  or  not  easily  demonstrable ; every  position  has 
been  or  may  be  verified ; whereas  the  metaphysicians  have 
not  verified  one  of  their  positions  : they  have  not  proved  the 
presence  of  their  agents,  nor  have  they  proved  that  these 
agents,  if  present,  would  act  in  the  required  manner.  Of 
spirit  we  know  nothing,  consequently  can  predicate  nothing. 
Of  electricity  we  know  something,  but  what  is  known  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  table-turning  hypothesis.  Of  pushing 
we  know  that  it  can  and  does  turn  tables.  All  then  that  is 
required  to  convert  this  latter  hypothesis  into  scientific 
certainty,  is  to  prove  the  presence  of  the  pushing  in  this 
particular  case.  And  it  is  proved  in  many  ways,  positive 
and  negative,  as  I showed  when  the  phenomenon  first  became 
the  subject  of  public  investigation.  Positive,  because  if  the 
hands  rest  on  a loose  table-cloth,  or  on  substances  with  per- 
fectly smooth  surfaces  which  will  glide  easily  over  the  table, 
the  cloth  or  the  substances  will  move,  and  not  the  table. 
Negative,  because  if  the  persons  are  duly  warned  of  their 
liability  to  unconscious  pushing,  and  are  told  to  keep  vigilant 
guard  over  their  sensations,  they  do  not  move  the  table, 
althoiigh  previously  they  may  have  moved  it  frequently. 
When  we  have  thus  verified  the  presence  of  unconscious 
pushing,  aU  the  links  in  the  chain  have  been  verified,  and 
certainty  is  complete. 

§ 23.  Eeviewing  the  three  explanations  which  the  phe- 
nomenon of  table-turning  called  forth,  we  elicit  one  charac- 
teristic as  distingxiishing  the  scientific  or  Objective  Method, 
namely,  the  verification  of  each  stage  in  the  process,  the 
guaranteeing  of  each  separate  point,  the  cultivated  caution 
of  proceeding  to  the  unknown  solely  through  the  avenues  of 
the  known.  The  germinal  difference,  then,  between  the 
metaphysical  and  scientific  Methods,  is  not  that  they  draw 
their  explanations  from  a different  source,  the  one  employing 
Seasoning  where  the  other  employs  Observation,  but  that 
the  one  is  content  with  an  explanation  which  has  no  further 
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guarantee  than  is  given  in  the  logical  explanation  of  the 
difficulty ; whereas  the  other  imperatively  demands  that  every 
assumption  should  be  treated  as  provisional,  hypothetical, 
until  it  has  been  confiwnted  with  fact,  tested  by  acknowledged 
tests,  in  a word,  verified.  The  guarantee  of  the  meta- 
physician is  purely  logical,  subjective:  it  is  the  intellectus 
sibi  permissus ; the  guarantee  of  the  other  is  derived  from  a 
correspondence  of  the  internal  with  the  external  order. . As 
Bacon  says,  aU  merely  logical  explanations  are  valueless,  the 
subtlety  of  nature  greatly  surpassing  that  of  argument : 
‘ Subtilitas  naturm  subtilitatem  argumentandi  multis  partibus 
superat ; ’ and  he  further  says,  with  his  usual  felicity,  ‘ Scd 
axiomata  a particularibus  rit^  et  ordine  abstracta  nova  par- 
ticularia  rursus  facile  indicant  et  designant.’  It  is  these 
‘ new  particulars  ’ which  are  reached  through  those  already 
known,  and  comiilete  the  links  of  the  causal  chain. 

Open  the  history  of  Science  at  any  chapter  you  wiU,  and 
its  pages  will  show  how  all  the  errors  which  have  gained 
acceptance  gained  it  because  this  important  principle  of 
verification  of  particulars  was  neglected.  Incessantly  the 
mind  of  man  leaps  forward  to  ‘ anticipate  ’ Nature,  and  is 
satisfied  with  such  anticip.ations  if  they  have  a logical  con- 
sistence. When  Galen  and  Aristotle  thought  that  the  air 
circulated  in  the  arteries,  causing  the  pulse  to  beat,  and 
cooling  the  temperature  of  the  hlood,  they  were  content  with 
this  plausible  anticipation ; they  did  not  verify  the  facts  of 
the  air’s  presence,  and  its  cooling  efiect ; when  they  said 
that  the  ‘spirituous  blood’  nourished  the  delicate  organs, 
such  as  the  lungs,  and  the  ‘venous  blood’  nourished  the 
coarser  organs,  such  as  the  liver ; when  they  said  that  the 
‘ spirit,’  which  was  the  purer  element  of  the  blood,  was 
formed  in  the  left  ventricle,  and  the  venous  blood  in  the 
right  ventricle,  they  contented  themselves  with  unverified 
assumptions.  In  like  manner,  when  in  our  own  day  physio- 
logists of  eminence  maintain  that  in  the  organism  there  is 
a Vital  Force  which  suspends  chemical  actions,  they  content 
themselves  with  a metaphysical  unverified  interpretation  of 
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phenomena.  If  they  came  to  rigorous  confrontation  with 
fact,  they  would  see  that  so  far  from  chemical  action  being 
‘ suspended  ’ it  is  incessantly  at  work  in  the  organism  ; the 
varieties  observable  being  either  due  to  a difference  of  condi- 
tions (which  win  produce  varieties  out  of  the  organism),  or 
to  the  fact  that  the  action  is  masked  by  other  actions. 

§ 24.  If  the  foregoing  discussion  has  carried  with  it  the 
reader’s  assent,  he  will  perceive  that  the  distinguishing 
characteristic  of  Science  is  its  Method  of  graduated  Verifi- 
cation, and  not,  as  some  think,  the  employment  of  Induction 
in  lieu  of  Deduction.  AU  Science  is  deductive,  and  deduc- 
tive in  proportion  to  its  separation  from  ordinary  knowledge, 
and  its  co-ordination  into  System.  The  true  antithesis  is 
not  between  Induction  and  Deduction,  but  between  verified 
and  unverified  cases  of  Induction  and  Deduction.  The  dif- 
ference between  the  ancient  and  modem  philosophies  lies  in 
the  facility  with  which  the  one  accepted  axioms  and  hyjx)- 
theses  as  the  basis  for  its  deductions,  and  the  cultivated 
caution  with  which  the  other  insists  on  verifying  its  axioms 
and  hypotheses  before  deducing  conclusions  from  them.* 
We  guess  as  freely  as  the  ancients ; but  we  know  that  we 
are  guessing ; and  if  we  chance  to  forget  it,  our  rivals  quickly 
remind  us  that  our  guess  is  not  evidence.  Without  guessing. 
Science  would  be  impossible.  We  should  never  discover 
new  islands,  did  we  not  often  venture  seawards  with  intent 
to  sail  beyond  the  sunset.  To  find  new  land,  we  must  often 
quit  sight  of  land.  As  Dr.  Thomson  admirably  expresses 
it: — ‘Philosophy  proceeds  upon  a system  of  credit,  and  if 
she  never  advanced  beyond  her  tangible  capital,  our  wealth 
would  not  be  so  enormous  as  it  is.’f  While  both  meta- 
physician and  man  of  science  trade  on  a system  of  credit, 
they  do  so  with  profoundly  different  views  of  its  aid.  The  me- 
taphysician is  a merchant  who  speculates  boldly,  but  without 

* Mr,  Batma,  yiohcular  Mfch(tnic$^  1866,  p.  3,  8}>cakfl  of  those  ‘tnotlem  thinkers 
who  dt‘.«pif*o  the  dfductiTe  mothotl  as  a useh'sn  relic  of  the  past.'  They  must  bo 
rciy  shallow  thiiikors  who  do  not  see  that  H is  the  Subjtvtive,  not  the  lleductire, 
Melhcsl  which  is  iho  useless  relic  of  the  past. 

t THOMSt4N:  Outlines  of  (he  Laus  of  Thought,  p.  312. 
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that  convertible  capital  which  can  enable  him  to  meet  his 
®Dg^gGments.  He  gives  bUls,  yet  has  no  gold,  no  goods  to 
answer  for  them ; these  bills  are  not  representative  of  wealth 
which  erists  in  any  warehouse.  Magnificent  as  his  specu- 
lations seem,  the  first  obstinate  creditor  who  insists  on  pay- 
ment makes  him  bankrupt.  The  man  of  science  is  also  a 
venturesome  merchant,  but  one  fully  alive  to  the  necessity 
of  solid  capital  which  can  on  emergency  be  produced  to  meet 
his  bills ; he  knows  the  risks  he  inns  whenever  that  amount 
of  capital  is  exceeded ; he  knows  tliat  bankruptcy  awaits  him 
if  capital  be  not  forthcoming. 

§ 25.  Astronomy  became  a science  when  men  began  to 
seek  the  unknown  through  the  known,  and  to  interjjret 
celestial  phenomena  by  those  laws  which  wei-e  recognised  on 
the  surface  of  the  earth.  Geology  became  jwssible  as  a 
science  when  its  principal  phenomena  were  explained  by 
those  laws  of  the  action  of  water,  visibly  operating  in  every 
river,  estuary,  and  bay.  Except  in  the  grandeur  of  its  sweep, 
the  mind  pursues  the  same  course  in  the  interjiretation  of 
geological  facts  which  record  the  annals  of  the  imiverse,  as 
in  the  interpretation  of  the  ordinary  incidents  of  daily  life. 
To  read  the  pages  of  the  great  Stone-book,  and  to  perceive 
from  the  wet  streets  that  rain  has  recently  fallen,  are  the  stune 
intellectual  processes.  In  the  one  case  the  mind  traverses 
immeasurable  spaces  of  time,  and  infers  that  the  phenomena 
were  produced  by  causes  similar  to  those  which  have  pro- 
duced similar  phenomena  within  recent  experience;  in  the 
other  case,  the  mind  similarly  infers  that  the  wet  streets  and 
swollen  gutters  have  been  produced  by  the  same  cause  we 
have  frequently  observed  to  produce  them.  Let  the  inference 
span  Avith  its  mighty  arch  a myriad  of  years,  or  span  but  a 
few  minutes,  in  each  case  it  rises  from  the  ground  of  certain 
familiar  indications,  and  reaches  an  antecedent  known  to  be 
callable  of  producing  these  indications.  Both  inferences  may 
be  wrong : the  wet  streets  may  have  been  wetted  by  a water- 
cart,  or  by  the  burstuig  of  a pipe.  We  cast  about  for  some 
other  indication  of  rain  besides  the  wetness  of  the  streets  and 
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the  turbid  rush  of  gutters,  which  might  equally  have  been 
produced  by  the  bursting  of  a water-j>ipe.  If  we  see  passers- 
by  carrj’ing  wet  umbrellas,  some  still  held  above  the  head, 
our  inference  is  strengthened  by  this  indication,  that  rain,  and 
no  other  cause,  produced  the  phenomena.  In  lilce  manner, 
the  geologist  casts  about  for  other  indications  besides  those 
of  the  subsidence  of  water,  and  as  they  accumulate,  his  con- 
viction strengthens. 

§ 2(i.  While  this  is  the  course  of  Science,  the  course  of 
Metaphysics  is  very  different.  Its  inferences  start  from  no 
well-grounded  basis ; the  arches  they  throw  are  not  from 
known  fact  to  unknown  fact,  but  from  some  imknown  to 
some  other  unknown.  Deductions  are  dra^vn  from  the  nature 
of  God,  the  nature  of  Sjurit,  the  essences  of  Things,  and 
from  what  Reason  can  postulate.  Rising  from  such  mists, 
the  arch  so  brilliant  to  look  upon  is  after  all  a rainbow,  not  a 
bridge. 

To  make  his  method  legitimate,  the  metaphysician  must 
first  prove  that  a co-ordinate  correspondence  exists  between 
Nature  and  his  Intuitional  Reason,*  so  that  whatever  is  true 
of  the  one  must  be  true  of  the  other.  The  geologist,  for 
example,  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that  the  action  of 
waters  was  essentially  the  same  millions  of  years  ago  as  it  is 
in  the  present  day  ; so  that  whatever  can  be  positively  proved 
of  it  nmv,  may  be  confidently  asserted  of  it  then.  He  subse- 
quently brings  evidence  to  corroborate  his  assumption  by 
showing  that  the  assumption  is  necessary  and  competent  to 
explain  facts  not  otherwise  to  be  consistently  explained.  But 
does  the  metaphysician  stand  in  a similar  position?  Does 
he  show  any  validity  in  his  preliminary  assumption?  Does 
he  produce  any  evidence  for  the  existence  of  a nexus  between 

• I!j  IntaitioDul  Henson  I hero  wish  to  express  wlnit  tho  Germans  call 
Vemuuft,  which  they  di»tingnish  fnim  Vfrstiiml,  as  Coloriilco  trioil  to  make 
Knplishrncn  distinguish  between  Uenaoii  and  Understanding.  The  term  Kenson  is 
too  ileeply  rooted  in  our  language  to  bo  twisted  into  any  new  direction  ; nnd  I 
hope  by  tho  unusual  ‘ Intuitional  Kesasou*  to  keep  tho  reader's  attention  alive  to 
the  fact  that  by  it  is  designated  the  process  of  tho  mind  engaged  in  transcendental 
enquiry. 
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his  Intuitional  Reason  and  those  noumena  or  essences,  about 
which  he  reasons ; does  he  show  the  probability  of  there  being 
such  a correspondence  between  the  two,  that  what  is  true  of  the 
one  may  be  accepted  as  probable  of  the  other?  Nothing  of 
the  kind.  He  assumes  that  it  is  so.  He  assumes,  as  a pre- 
liminary to  all  Philosophy,  that  Intuitional  Reason  is  com- 
petent to  deliver  verdicts,  even  when  the  evidence  is  entirely 
furnished  by  itself.  He  assumes  that  his  Intuitions  are  face  to 
face  with  Existences,  and  have  consequently  immediate  know- 
ledge of  them.  But  this  immense  assumption,  this  gratuitous 
begging  of  the  whole  question,  can  only  be  permitted  after 
a demonstration  that  the  contrary  assumption  must  be  false. 
Now  it  is  certain  that  we  can  assume  the  contrary,  and  assume 
it  on  evidence  as  cogent  as  that  which  famishes  his  assump- 
tion. I can  assume  that  Intuitions  are  not  face  to  face  with 
Existences ; indeed  this  assumption  seems  to  me  by  far  the 
most  probable ; and  it  is  surely  as  valid  as  the  one  it  opposes? 
I call  upon  the  metaphysician  to  prove  the  validity  of  his 
assumption,  or  the  invalidity  of  mine.  I call  upon  him  for 
some  principle  of  verification.  He  may  tell  me  (as  in  past 
years  the  Hegelians  used  to  teU  me,  not  without  impatience) 
that  ‘ Reason  must  verify  itself ; ’ but  xmhappily  Reason  has 
no  such  power ; for  if  it  had.  Philosophy  would  not  be  dis- 
puting about  first  principles ; and  when  it  claims  the  power, 
who  is  to  answer  for  its  accuracy,  quis  custodiet  ipsoe  cuslodes  ? 
If  Ontology  is  possible,  its  only  basis  rests  on  the  assumed 
correspondence  of  the  external  and  internal  orders,  a basis 
shown  by  Psychology  to  be  excessively  treacherous.  If  all 
concepts  are  reducible  to  percepts,  and  our  widest  generali- 
sations are  only  Re-j>resentations  of  what  originally  was  Pre- 
sentation, Ontology  has  no  standing  place.  Its  data  are 
figments — subjective  constructions  in  which  formal  elements 
are  transmuted  into  material  elements,  relations  are  trans- 
formed into  objects,  abstractions  are  personified  and  endowed 
with  reality. 

§ 27.  The  objects  with  which  Ontology  concerns  itself 
do  not  admit  of  Presentation  {Anschauung),  consequently  its 
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conclusions  ore  incapable  of  being  verified.  We  can  never 
know  whether  the  assumed  correspondence  between  the  order 
in  our  thoughts  and  the  order  in  things  is  a real  correspond- 
ence. For  example,  Cause  is  a concept  constructed  out  of 
formal  elements — an  inference  which  posits  the  reality  of 
something  over  and  above  the  vmconditional  antecedence  and 
sequence  given  in  Experience.  Let  us  admit  the  reality ; we 
cannot  safely  proceed  beyond  the  inference ; we  cannot 
justify  our  transformation  of  this  inference  into  an  object 
having  knowable  qualities  ; we  are  not  entitled  to  found  in- 
ferences on  this  inference.  Cause  then  remains  a nebulous 
thought.  If  we  attempt  to  define  it  our  definitions  will  be 
arbitrary ; if  attempt  to  deduce  from  it,  our  deductions  will 
be  figments.  Herein  lies  the  distinction  between  Mathematics 
and  Metaphysics : the  one  can,  and  the  other  cannot,  be  re- 
duced to  Presentation  ; the  one  has,  and  the  other  has  not,  an 
objective  basis  and  a constant  verification.  The  material 
elements  of  Mathematics  are  physical  facts  gained  through 
Sense ; the  formal  elements  are  simply  serial  dispositions  of 
the  objects ; and  thus  the  widest  reaches  of  mathematical 
speculation  are  only  the  ivriting  out  of  objective  knowledge, 
the  development  of  identical  propositions.* 

§ 28.  Metaphysicians  proceed  on  the  assumption  tliat 
Intuitional  Reason,  which  is  independent  of  Experience,  is 
absolute  and  final  in  its  guarantee.  The  validity  of  its  con- 
clusions is  self-justified.  Hegel  boldly  says,  ‘Whatever  is 
rational  is  real,  and  whatever  is  real  is  lutional, — das  T er- 
niin/lige  ist  wirhlich  und  das  Wirklicke  vemiinftig,’  And 
writers  of  less  metaphysical  rigour  frequently  avow  the 
axiom,  and  always  imply  it.  Thus  in  a remarkable  article  on 
Sir  W.  Hamilton,  which  appeared  in  the  ‘Prospective  Review,’ 
we  read  that  Philosophy  in  Enghind  has  dwindled  down  to 
mere  Psychology  and  Logic,  whereas  its  proper  business  is 

* On  the  contrast  between  Madiomatics  and  Metaphrsica,  see  tlio  admirable 
eisay  of  Kakt:  Vnitrauchungtn  ufterdit  Dcutlichkeit  dcr  Gmudaiitze  der  naturlivhai 
Thrologic  und  dvr  Moral  \ and  Apklt  : IMv  Mvtaphgsik,  § G.  Compare  Manski.  : 
Mvtaphyidca,  p.  285.  I liave  ar^^ued  tho  point  more  fully  in  the  chapter  on  Spinoza, 
rol.  ii.  pp.  211-215. 
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with  the  notions  of  Time,  Space,  Substance,  Soul,  God ; ‘ to 
pronounce  upon  the  validity  of  these  notions  as  revelations 
of  real  Existence,  and,  if  they  be  reliable,  use  them  as  a bridge 
to  cross  the  chasm  from  relative  Thought  to  absolute  Being. 
Once  safe  across,  and  gazing  about  it  in  that  realm,  the 
mind  stands  in  presence  of  the  objects  of  Ontologj-.’ 

‘ Once  safe  across  ; ’ this  is  indeed  the  step  which  consti- 
tutes the  whole  journey ; unhappily  we  have  no  means  of 
getting  safe  across ; and  in  this  helplessness  we  had  better 
hold  ourselves  aloof  from  the  attempt.  If  a man  were  to 
discourse  with  amplitude  of  detail  and  eloquence  of  con- 
viction respecting  the  inhabitants  of  Sirius,  setting  forth  in 
explicit  terms  what  they  were  like,  W’hat  embryonic  forms 
they  passed  through,  what  had  been  the  course  of  their  social 
evolution  and  what  would  be  its  ultimate  stage,  we  should 
first  ask.  And  pray.  Sir,  what  evidence  have  you  for  these 
particulars  ? what  guarantee  do  you  ofler  for  the  validity  of 
these  conclusions  ? If  he  replied  that  Lituitional  Reason 
assured  him  these  things  must  be  so  from  the  inherent 
necessities  of  the  case,  he  having  logically  evolved  these 
conclusions  from  the  data  of  Reason ; we  should  suppose  him 
to  be  either  attempting  to  mystify  us,  or  to  be  hopelessly 
insane.  Nor  would  this  painful  impression  be  removed  by 
his  proceeding  to  affirm  that  he  never  thought  of  trusting  to 
such  fallacious  arguments  as  could  be  furnished  by  Obser- 
vation and  Experiment — tests  wholly  inapplicable  to  objects 
so  remote  from  all  experience,  and  accessible  only  by  Reason. 

In  the  present  day,  speculations  on  the  Metsiphj'sical 
Metliod  are  not,  intrinsically,  more  rational  than  theories 
respecting  the  development  of  animated  beings  peopling 
Sirius  ; nay,  however  masked  by  the  ambiguities  of  language 
and  old  familiarities  of  speculation,  the  attempt  is  really 
less  rational,  the  objects  being  even  less  accessible.  Psy- 
chology has  taught  us  one  lesson  at  least,  namely,  that  we 
cannot  know  causes  and  essences,  because  Experience  is 
limited  to  sequences  and  phenomena.  Nothuig  is  gained  by 
despising  Experience,  and  seeking  refuge  in  Intuitional 
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Reason.  The  senses  may  be  imperfect  channels,  but  at  any 
rate  they  are  in  direct  communication  with  their  objects,  and 
are  true  up  to  a certain  point.  The  error  arising  from  one 
sense  may  be  corrected  by  another ; what  to  the  eye  appears 
round,  the^hand  feels  to  be  square.  But  Intuitional  Reason 
has  no  such  safeguard.  It  has  only  itself  to  correct  its  own 
errors.  Holding  itself  aloof  from  the  corroborations  of  Sense, 
it  is  aloof  from  all  possible  verification,  because  it  cannot 
employ  the  test  of  confrontation  with  fact. 

This  conviction  has  been  growing  slowly.  It  could  never 
have  obtained  general  acceptance  until  the  Metaphysical 
Method  had  proved  its  incapacity  by  centuries  of  failure.  In 
the  course  of  our  History  we  shall  see  the  question  of  Certi- 
tude continually  forced  upon  philosophers,  always  producing 
a crisis  in  speculation,  although  always  again  eluded  by  the 
more  eager  and  impatient  intellects.  Finally,  these  rei>oated 
crises  disengage  the  majority  of  minds  from  so  hopeless  a 
pursuit,  and  set  them  free  to  follow  Science  which  has 
Certitude. 

§ 29.  History  with  overwhelming  evidence  proves  tlie 
incompetence  of  the  Subjective  Method ; Psychology  with 
irresistible  force  displays  the  cause.  It  is  a common  mis- 
take to  suppose  that  this  Method  is  followed  by  metaphy- 
sicians exclusively ; they,  indeed,  have  uniformly  employed 
it,  and  were  forced  by  the  nature  of  their  enquiries  to  employ 
it ; but  savans  unhappily  have  shown  a fatal  facility  in 
employing  it  likewise,  and  have  thereby  obstructed  the 
advance  of  knowledge.  All  we  can  say  is  that  only  on  the 
Objective  Method  has  Science  been  successful ; because  only 
by  the  verification  of  conceptions  can  Truth — which  is 
the  correspondence  of  the  internal  and  external  orders — 
be  reached. 

With  the  validity  of  the  Subjective  Method  stands  or  falls 
the  truth  of  Metaphysics,  since  that  is  the  Method  which 
alone  can  be  employed  in  such  enquiries.  There  are  three 
grand  divisions  of  Metaphysics,  and  these  are  Psychology, 
Cosmology,  and  Theology.  It  is  possible  to  treat  all  throe 


Digitized  by  Google 


THE  OBJECTIVE  AND  SUBJECTIVE  MFIIIODS. 


lix 


on  the  Objective  Method  by  restricting  them  to  their  corre- 
sponding phenomena,  and  waiving  all  enquiry  into  essential 
causes;  but  this  is  Science,  and  for  the  present  we  are 
dealing  with  Metaphysics;  we  will  therefore  follow  Wolf,  and 
adopt  the  scholastic  terms  Rational  Psychology,  Rational 
Cosmology,  and  Rational  Theology.  And  as  many  of  my 
readers  will  probably  be  more  disposed  to  accept  Mr.  Mansel’s 
criticism  of  these  delusive  efforts  to  transcend  Experience, 
than  a criticism  from  the  positive  point  of  view,  I will  here 
borrow  his  remarks  : — 

‘ The  aim  of  Rational  Psychology  is  to  frame  definitions 
exhibiting  the  essential  nature  of  the  soul  and  its  properties, 
as  realities  conceived  by  the  intellect,  underlying  and  implied 
by  the  phenomena  presented  in  consciousness ; and  to  prove 
by  a demonstrative  process  that  the  notions  thus  defined 
necessarily  flow  one  from  another.  Psychology  is  thus 
raised  from  a science  of  observation  to  one  of  demonstra- 
tion ; ’ [more  accurately,  from  a science  of  observation  to 
one  of  inference  and  deduction  from  inferences]  ‘and  its 
objects  are  transformed  from  phenomena  presented  in  expe- 
rience to  realities  contemplated  by  the  intellect.  The  soul, 
by  virtue  of  its  essential  nature  as  a simple  substance,  is 
shown  to  possess,  of  necessity,  certain  attributes  as  rationally 
conceived  and  defined — such  as  sense,  imagination,  intelli- 
gence, wiU,  spirituality,  indestructibility,  and  so  forth ; and 
the  same  conclusions  are  even  demonstrated  of  other  spiritual 
natures  which  partake  of  the  generic  attribute  of  the  soul.’ 
Mr.  Mansel  hereupon  observes : — ‘ The  weakness  of  the 
whole  process  is  that  it  tacitly  postulates  as  its  starting- 
point  a principle  which  is  neither  evident  in  itself,  nor  such 
as  can  be  made  evident  by  any  process  of  thought.  It  as- 
sumes, that  is  to  say,  a transcendental  definition  of  the  real 
nature  of  the  soul  bej'ond  and  above  the  facts  and  relations 
which  are  manifested  in  consciousness.  But.  how  is  the 
truth  of  such  a definition  to  be  guaranteed  ? Of  the  soul 
as  a simple  substance,  apart  from  its  particular  modification, 
consciousness  teUs  us  nothing.  How  then  is  the  abstract 
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conception  of  the  nature  of  the  soul  to  be  verified?  It 
cannot  be  self-evident ; for  self-evidence  is  nothing  more 
than  the  instantaneous  assent  of  consciousness ; and  the 
assumption  in  question  cannot  be  submitted  to  the  judgment 
of  consciousness  at  all.  It  cannot  be  demonstrable;  for  it 
could  only  be  demonstrated  by  the  assumption  of  a higher 
notion  of  the  same  kind,  concerning  which  the  same  ques- 
tion would  then  have  to  be  raised.  It  cannot  be  generalised 
from  experience  ; for  experience  deals  with  the  facts  of  con- 
sciousness only,  and  tells  us  not  of  what  mmt  be,  but  only  of 
what  M or  seems  to  be.  Unable  to  verify  his  fundamental 
definition  by  any  reference  to  the  reality  which  it  is  sup- 
posed to  represent,  the  mebaphysician  is  compelled  to  con- 
fine himself  to  the  relations  of  the  language  by  which  it  is 
represented.’  * 

Mr.  Mansel  then  examines  Rational  Cosmology,  showing 
that  it  can  ‘ contain  nothing  more  than  an  analysis  of  general 
notions,  and  can  leiul  to  no  conclusions  but  such  as  the 
philosopher  has  himself  virtually  assumed  in  his  premises. 
The  abstract  notion  of  the  world  contains  imjdicitly  what- 
ever attributes  we  choose  to  assume  as  its  constituents  ; 
and  the  metaphysical  or  logical  analysis  of  that  notion  can 
contain  no  more.’ 

Still  more  incisive  is  his  criticism  on  Rational  'Tlieology, 
which  starts  from  a nominal  definition  of  the  Deity.  ‘ How 
do  we  know,’  he  asks,  ‘ that  our  conception  at  all  corresjwnds 
to  the  nature  of  the  Being  whom  it  professes  to  represent  ? ’ 

§ .30.  It  is  the  slov^  rise  of  the  Objective  Method  and  its 
graduiil  extension  into  regions  formerly  occupied  by  the 
Subjective  Method  which  this  History  will  have  to  exliibit ; 
and  the  exjwsition  will  be  twofold,  showing  the  failures  of 
the  one  Method  and  the  successes  of  its  rival.  'Thus 
wiU  be  established  the  conclusion  that  no  problem  merits 
our  attention  unless  its  solution  is  verifiable,  and  all  problems 
are  unverifiable  on  the  Subjective  Method. 
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But  on  what  does  Verification  rest?  Before  this  can  he 
answered  it  is  requisite  to  discuss  the  much  debated  question 
of  the  origin  of  knowledge,  Have  we  any  higher  source  than 
Experience  9 Is  there  a fountain  of  Truth  which  springs 
from  a source  independent  of  Experience  ? I shall  have  to 
treat  this  q\icstion  by  and  by,  but  it  is  needful  first  to  consider 
the  nature  of  oim  Test  of  Truth. 
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m.  THE  TEST  OF  TEUTH. 

§ 31.  Teuth  being  the  corresptmdence  between  tlie  in- 
ternal and  external  order,  what  is  the  test  of  that  correspon- 
dence ? Widely  as  philosophers  differ  respecting  the  origin 
and  scope  of  knowledge,  they  are  unanimous  in  affirming 
that  the  ultimate  test  must  lie  in  the  verdict  of  Consciousness, 
whether  the  verdicts  of  Consciousness  are,  or  are  not,  con- 
formable with  Objective  Reality.  Now  Consciousness  is  a word 
of  delusive  vagueness,  and  moreover  some  of  its  ‘veixlicts’ 
are  confessedly  false ; the  question  thus  arises.  Which  are 
certainly  true?  Metaphysicians  implicitly,  and  sometimes 
expUcitly,*  assume  that  all  ‘ clear  and  distinct  ideas  ’ are 
true ; an  assumption  which  ill  accords  with  the  .clearness 
and  distinctness  of  hallucinations,  and  many  false  hyjx)- 
theses.  But  those  who  are  unj>reparcd  for  so  facile  and 
delusive  an  answer  as  this,  and  who  recognise  that  Con- 
sciousness may  on  occasions  deliver  false  verdicts,  desire  to 
fix  some  criterion  of  its  infallibility,  xvhm  it  is  infaUible. 

A startling  result  discloses  itself:  Consciousness  is  only 
infallible  in  verdicts  limited  to  identical  propositions,  or  per- 
haps the  better  phrase  would  be  propositions  of  equivalence, 
e.  g.  ‘ A is  A,’  ‘whatever  is,  is.’  f Here,  and  only  heie,  there 
is  no  fallibility.  No  possibility  of  error  weakens  an  iden- 
tical proposition.  Unhappily  this  immunity  from  error  ac- 
companies an  infertility  of  knowledge.  It  cannot  serve  as 

• As  the  Cartesians.  It  is  thus  boldly  stated  by  Tsciiirnhavsrx:  ‘Tcrum  cst 
quidquid  concipi  potest;  falsum  rero  quod  non  concipi  potest.’ — iJe 
Mfnds,  1687,  quoted  by  Ueubhwkq:  J^ik.  This  canon  receives  its  full  illus- 
tration in  IIkoki.. 

t XP^  Xiyuv  rc  r*  ihv  f^crat.  pAKMKMDr.s  : Fragin,  v.  43. 
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guidance,  for  it  leads  nowhither.  Its  security  is  imperilled  by 
the  first  step  in  advance ; for  no  sooner  is  one  thing  affirmed 
of  another,  than,  with  this  commencement  of  knowledge, 
fallibility  of  judgment  commences  : what  is  affirmed  may  be 
erroneously  affirmed ; the  door  has  been  opened,  and  error 
may  creep  in  stealthily,  or  stalk  in  imperiously.  Our  only 
resource  is  vigilance : we  challenge  every  object  that  presents 
itself,  no  matter  how  insignificant  its  aspect,  and  force  it 
to  declare  its  quality.  This  vigilance  is  Verification,  or  the 
ascertainment  that  every  object  is  what  it  declares  itself  to 
be.  The  famous  prineqnum  idmtalis  is  not  indeed  a guide, 
but  it  is  a test.*  Hegel,  denying  that  it  is  a law  of  thought 
(allowing  it  only  as  ‘ a law  of  the  abstract  understanding,)  ’ 
affirms  that  ‘ no  man  thinks  or  speaks  according  to  this  law  ; 
to  say  that  a planet  is  a planet  and  magnetism  is  magnetism 
everyone  holds  to  be  frivolous.’ f Perhaps  so;  and  Locke 
styled  such  propositions  ‘ frivolous  : ’ J nevertheless,  the 
whole  stress  of  Verification  consists  in  reducing  propositions 
to  identity  or  equivalence. 

Error  arises  with  Inference,  being  indeed  nothing  but  the  • 
misstiitement  of  the  correspondence  between  what  is  inferred 
and  what  exists.  Only  two  ways  of  correcting  this  misstate- 
ment are  open ; and  I formerly  called  them  resjjectively  the 
Ileal  Test  and  the  Ideal  Test.  The  first  is  a reduction  of  the 
inference  to  a sensation  (§  15).  The  second  is  a reduction 
of  the  inference  to  a necessity  of  thought.  Both  are  reduc- 
tions to  identical  or  equivalent  propositions,  which  render 
their  negatives  unthinkable.  The  certainty  of  feelhig  as 
feeling  cannot  be  disturbed.  It  is  limpid  evidence.  If  I 
feel  cold,  I may  indeed  err  as  to  the  external  cause  of  my 
feeling,  but  not  as  to  the  feeling  itself.  The  markings  of  a 
thermometer  may  assure  me  tliat  the  temperature  of  my 
body  during  an  ague-fit  is  higher  than  usual ; but  feeling  is 

* *Kb  ist  ein  Princip  des  fixirendon  VersUndee,  nicht  dor  erzougenden 
Anschnuung;  der  foften  Ruho,  nicht  dor  fliiseigon  Bewegung.*  Tukkdklkniiuko  : 
Logi»che  IJnterBXickungeny  1862.  li.  166. 

t Hisgrl:  Ency^'lopiidie,  § 115. 

t Comp.  Proleg<r7ncna  L/fgUaf-p.  191. 
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its  own  thermometer,  and  I am  not  mistaken  in  reading  its 
indications  when  I simply  say  I feel  colder,  not  hotter. 

§ 32.  This  may  seem  somewhat  trite;  bnt  if  we  follow  the 
clue  it  will  leml  us  to  large  issues,  one  of  them  being  the 
principle  that  the  infallibility  of  Consciousness  in  each  in- 
stance is  the  impossibility  of  a negative  being  thought. 
No  one  denies  that  an  identical  projwsition  is  irresistible. 
Even  Hegel,  who,  among  other  feats  of  logical  legerdemain, 
showed  that  ‘ Every  A is  at  the  same  time  not  A,’  did  not 
deny  that  A was  A whatever  else  it  might  be. 

Identical  propositions  are  frivolous  when  offered  as  en- 
largements of  knowledge,  but  not  when  appealed  to  as  tests 
of  certainty.  Condillac,  who  makes  all  reasoning  consist  in 
a translation  of  identical  propositions,  distinguishes  between 
those  which  are  frivolous  because  their  identity  is  that  of 
terms,  and  those  which  are  serious  because  their  identity  is 
that  of  ideas.  Thus  to  say  ‘ sis  is  six,’  teaches  nothing, 
being  only  an  iteration  of  the  term  ; but  to  say  ‘ three  added 
to  three  yield  six  ’ enlarges  knowledge,  by  disclosing  the 
same  ideas  under  diversity  of  terms.  ‘ Wlien  we  judge  two 
men  to  bo  of  equal  size,  we  see  one  thing  in  the  two  things 
we  compare,  that  is  to  say,  one  size  in  two  men,  and  we  form 
an  identical  proposition.’  * It  would  be  more  correct  to  say 
that  the  identity  here  disclosed  is  that  of  relation  ; the  ideas 
of  tliree  and  three,  and  of  six,  and  of  man  and  man  are 
diverse,  not  identical : the  terms  ‘ three  and  tliree  ’ and  ‘ six  ’ 
denote  the  same  relations,  connote  different  ideas.  The 
relations  are  equivalent. 

Our  knowledge  begins  with  the  discernment  of  resem- 
blances and  difierences : it  ends  in  the  establishment  of 
equaliong,  which  are  the  resemblances  abstracted  from  the 
differences,  and  raised  into  equivalents.  At  first  sight  no 
one  would  conclude  that  2 + 1 was  the  same  as  4 — 1 : terms 
and  ideas  are  obviously  different ; but  that  an  equality  exists 
we  easily  disclose : thus  2 + 1=3,  and  4 — 1 = 3,  and  tlie 

* Condillac^:  Langve  du  Cahidf^  p.  64.  Compere  aivso  D’Allaibekt:  IHscoura 
Priliminairt. 
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identity  becomes  visible  in  the  final  equation,  3 = 3.*  If  I say 
‘Man  is  Man,’  it  is  an  identical  but  uninstmctive  propo- 
sition, having,  however,  irresistible  certainty,  because  the 
negative  is  unthinkable.  If  I say  ‘ Man  is  an  Animal,’  it  is 
by  an  equation  with  abstraction  of  differences,  which  may 
jtossibly  be  erroneous  and  only  acquires  irresistible  force, 
when  an  equivalence  in  the  terms  Man  and  Animal  is  dis- 
closed. That  if  a force  of  7 will  produce  a velocity  of  3, 
another  force  of  21  will  produce  .a  velocity  of  9 is  an  identical 
proposition,  although  the  identity  has  to  be  disclosed  in  an 
equation : we  cannot  say  that  the  ideas  of  7,  21,  3,  and  9 are 
the  same;  but  we  say  that  the  relation  of  7 to  21  being 
anti  the  relation  of  3 to  9 being  also  then  3 = 3 = A is  A. 
It  is  in  the  unfolding  of  such  identities — the  exhibition  of 
uniform  relations  under  different  signs — that  mathematics, 
and  indeed  aU  science,  consists.  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  has 
shown  with  masterly  clearness  how  the  establishment  of 
relations  of  Likeness  is  the  process  of  all  reasoning — passing 
from  Likeness  to  Identity,  as  it  passes  from  qualitative  to 
quantitative  reasoning.f  And  the  history  of  Science  is  the 
history  of  this  process,  tending  towards  that  goal  conceived 
by  D’Alembert  when  he  said,  ‘ L’univers,  pour  qui  saurait 
I’embrasser  d’un  seul  point  de  vue,  ne  serait,  s’il  est  permis  do 
le  dire,  qu’un  fait  unique  et  une  grande  v^rite.’  We  have 
already  reached  the  sublime  height  of  regarding  all  pheno- 
mena simply  as  modifications  of  each  other,  capable  of  being 
substituted  for  each  other,  being,  indeed,  only  different  car- 
2}res»iont  of  equivalent  relaiiom,  different  gitjns  of  the  same 
quantities.  This  is  the  grand  doctrine  of  equivalents,  which 
is  illustrated  in  the  convertibility  of  forces.  It  penetrates 
beneath  the  diversities  of  expression,  and  searches  out  the 
identities  of  nature. 

The  establishment  of  equations  through  abstraction  of 
differences  is  the  product  of  all  reasoning.  Wlien  the  pro- 
position A=B  is  first  presented,  it  is  by  no  means  an  identical 

* Comp.  Dblbcecf:  Loffique  scinitijique,  127. 

t Ueuhkut  Spknceb  : PrineijUts  of  Pfychvloyy. 
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one : the  obvious  diversities  in  the  two  terms  allow  me  to 
infer  that  the  resemblances  are  bj’  no  means  so  great  as  to 
amount  to  crjuivaicnce.  I can  therefore  easily  think  the  nega- 
tive of  the  proposition.  But  after  repeated  demonstration 
of  tills  equivalence  (A  being  indifferently  used  for  B,  and 
B for  A,  without  variation  in  the  result),  the  resemblance  is 
seen  to  be  so  complete  that  it  amounts  to  identity,  and  then 
the  negative  is  unthinkable.  To  estahlixh  identity  under 
variety  is  the  office  of  Investigation ; to  exhibit  it  is  the  office 
of  Proof. 

§ 33.  It  will  doubtless  have  occurred  to  the  reader,  that 
since  Consciousness  is  the  ultimate  ground  of  appeal,  and 
since  Consciousness  caai  never  transcend  its  own  sphere,  we 
cannot  possibly  have  a test  of  Objective  Truth.  lu  one  sense 
this  is  coiTect.  We  never  can  know  more  than  states  of 
Consciousness,  wo  cannot  know  Objects  per  se.  But  to  reach 
the  Truth  we  have  no  need  for  deeper  knowledge,  since  Troth 
is  simply  corrcup/mdcncc  between  the  internal  and  external 
order.  That  correspondence  enables  us  to  adjust  our  actions 
to  external  necessities ; and  wo  assure  oimselves  of  its  accu- 
racy by  the  certainty  of  the  adjustment.  The  touchstone  of 
knowledge  is  previaimi.  I shall  shortly  have  to  consider  the 
nature  of  the  proofs  which  assure  us  that  the  subjective 
order  is  similar  to  the  objective  order ; but  for  the  present 
it  is  enough  to  have  shown  that  the  subjective  test  of  a 
Truth  is  the  unthinkableness  of  its  negative,  in  other  words, 
the  reduction  to  A is  A. 

If  this  disclosure  startles  and  discomposes  the  reader,  the 
fault  will  lie  with  his  exaggerated  pretensions  to  infallible 
knowledge,  which  may  be  regarded  as  one  of  the  disastrous 
errors  of  Philosophy.  Instead  of  being  contented  with  that 
degree  of  relative  certainty  which  contents  Science,  and 
which  permits  prevision,  and  the  adjustments  consequent  on 
prevision.  Philosophy  has  been  restless  under  the  suggestion 
of  doubt,  and  has  required  that  its  positions  should  not  only 
be  impregnable  but  unassailable.  There  are  many  questions 
beyond  the  reach  of  demonstration.  The  existence  of  an 
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external  world,  for  instance,  cannot  be  proved,  if  tlic  higbost 
degree  of  probability  is  rejected  lus  insufficient.  This  Las 
been  declared  a scandal  to  Philosophy;  but  the  scandal  lies  in 
the  demand  for  proof — the  desire  for  better  bread  than  can 
be  made  of  wheat.  We  should  interdict  the  question  from 
being  asked  in  terms  tliat  cannot  be  answered;  it  has  no 
claim  to  be  discussed,  because  the  evidence  on  which  it  could 
bo  decided  is  not  within  the  compass  of  human  faculty.  No 
astronomer  would  attend  to  the  sceptic  who  should  maintain 
that  the  law  of  gravitation  was  only  an  hypothesis,  capable 
indeed  of  colligating  the  facts  so  that  calculations  accurately 
agreed  with  observation,  and  2^revi8ion  was  equal  to  vision, 
yet  nevertheless,  in  itself,  the  2>rocess  formulated  in  the  law 
might  be  very  different.  The  astronomer  would  rebuke  such 
imrposeless  doubt,  and  would  reply  that  the  hj-pothesis  had 
the  highest  degree  of  probability  and  the  highest  scientific 
effectiveness,  so  long  as  it  was  the  basis  of  exact  calculation, 
and.  received  the  corroboration  of  Observation ; let  a new 
hypothesis  be  proposed  which  exceeds  it  in  reach  and  in 
accuracy,  and  the  old  one  will  give  way  ; and  not  till  then. 
In  like  manner  the  hypothesis  of  an  external  world  carries 
conviction,  and  will  not  be  disturbed  until  proved  misuitable 
to  our  needs. 

As  there  is  always  room  for  error  w'herever  the  proposi- 
tion is  not  identical,  and  as  2)robability  of  varying  degrees  is 
aU  that  can  be  attained  in  the  majority  of  our  conclusions, 
it  is  easy  to  extend  the  logical  principle  which  determines 
infallibility,  whore  error  is  impossible,  to  the  var^ung  degrees 
of  jjrobability,  where  error  is  possible.  That  which  is  the 
logical  justification  of  A is  A,  namely,  the  impossihilihj  of 
thinking  its  negative — is  also  the  justification  of  a proiaosition 
constructed  out  of  comj)lex  and  remote  inferences,  which 
have  therefore  only  more  or  less  probability,  i.e.,  a difinilhj 
in  admitting  its  negative.  Por,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
l)robability  ? The  harmony  of  a conclusion  with  other  and 
better  established  conclusions : the  hkencss  in  phenomena 
to  other  well-known  phenomena.  When  this  likeness  is 
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ascertilined  to  be  complete,  when  the  analogy  is  proved  to  be 
an  equivalence,  then  probability  gives  place  to  certainty. 

5 34.  A formidable  opponent  must  now  be  met,  and  bis 
challenge  answered,  before  we  can  venture  to  proceed  to  tlie 
second  part  of  this  inquiry.  That  opponent  is  Mr.  Stuart 
Mill,  who,  both  in  his  Logic  and  in  his  work  on  HamiUon, 
argues  at  great  length  against  the  untliinkableness  of  a 
negative  as  any  test  at  all.  He  considers  it  a lingering 
remnant  of  Metaphysics ; and  in  his  work  on  Comte  expresses 
his  surprise  at  finding  Mr.  Herbert  Spencer  and  myself  in 
company  on  this  point  with  metaphysicians.  At  which  we 
also  feel  surj)rised.  Mr.  Spencer  has  replied  to  Mr.  Mill  in 
the  Fortnightly  Review  (vol.  1.  p.  521-550)  ; in  the  sixth 
edition  of  his  Logie,  Mr.  Mill  has  replied  to  the  reply.  I shall 
only  touch  upon  such  points  as  concern  my  present  purpose. 

Throughout  the  discussion  Mr.  Mill  seems  to  be  attacking 
the  supposition  that  inconceivabloness  implies  non-existence 
— that  what  is  unthinkable  cannot  exist.  But  this  does  not 
touch  us. 

‘ lA't  the  gulletl  jade  wince : 

Our  withers  are  unwrung.’ 


If  Mr.  Spencer’s  language  seems  occasionally  equivocal,  the 
whole  scope  and  spirit  of  his  spt'culations  sufficiently  proclaim 
his  restriction  of  knowledge  to  relative  knowledge,  and  conse- 
quently of  every  test  iis  relative.  He  has  thus  forcibly  stated 
his  opinion : ‘ Conceding  the  entire  truth  of  the  position  that, 
during  any  phase  of  human  progress,  the  ability  or  inability 
to  form  a specific  concejttion  wholly  depends  on  the  experience 
men  have  hiul ; and  that,  by  a widening  of  their  experiences, 
they  may,  by-and-by,  be  enabled  to  conceive  things  before 
inconceivable  to  them ; it  may  still  be  argued,  that  as  at  any 
time  the  best  warrant  men  can  have  for  a behef  is  the  perfect 
agreement  of  aU  pre-existing  experience  in  support  of  it,  it 
follows  that,  at  any  time,  the  inconceivableness  of  its  negation 
is  the  deepest  test  any  belief  admits  of.  Objective  facts  are 
ever  impressing  themselves  upon  us;  our  experience  is  a 
register  of  those  objective  facts ; and  the  inconceivableness 
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of  a thing  implies  that  it  is  wholly  at  variance  with  the 
register.  Even  were  this  all,  it  is  not  clear  how,  if  every 
truth  is  primarily  inductive,  any  better  test  of  truth  could 
exist.  But  it  must  be  remembered,  tlmt  whilst  many  of  these 
facts  impressing  themselves  upon  us  are  occasional ; whilst 
others,  again,  are  very  general ; some  are  universal,  and  are 
unchanging.  These  universal  and  unchanging  facts  are,  by  the 
hypothesis,  certain  to  establish  beliefs  of  which  the  negations 
are  inconceivable ; whilst  the  others  are  not  certain  to  do 
this ; and  if  they  do,  subsequent  fiict  will  reverse  their  action. 
Hence  if,  after  an  immense  accumulation  of  experiences,  there 
remain  beliefs  of  which  the  negations  are  still  inconceivable, 
most,  if  not  aU  of  them,  must  correspond  to  universal  ob- 
jective facts.’ 

On  this  Mr.  Mill  remarks  : ‘ If  our  incapacity  to  conceive 
the  negation  of  a given  supposition  is  proof  of  its  truth, 
because  proving  that  our  experience  has  hitherto  been 
uniform  in  its  favour,  the  real  evidence  for  the  supposition  is 
not  the  inconceivableness,  but  the  uniformity  of  experience. 
Now  this,  which  is  the  substantial  and  only  proof,  is  directly 
accessible.  We  are  not  obliged  to  assume  it  from  an  inci- 
dental consequence.  If  aU  past  experience  is  in  favour  of 
a belief,  let  this  be  stated  and  the  belief  openly  rested  on  that 
ground  ; after  which  the  question  arises,  what  that  ftict  may 
be  worth  as  evidence  of  its  truth  ? ’ 

§ 35.  The  first  remark  needful  to  be  made  on  this  con- 
troversy is,  that  since  we  all  tliree  are  thoroughly  agreed  in 
maintaining  Experience  and  Experience  only,  to  be  the 
ground  of  knowledge?,  and  the  Test  of  Truth  to  be  neces- 
sarily an  expression  of  tliat  Experience,  there  can  be  little 
real  opposition  between  us,  in  spite  of  some  differences  in 
language.  Mr.  MiU  says,  that  the  evidence  for  a proposition 
is  the  miiformity  of  Experience ; we  say  the  same,  and  add, 
that  inasmuch  as  this  uniformity  renders  the  negative  un- 
thinkable, it  is  this  nnthinkableness  of  the  negative  which 
becomes  the  Test  of  Truth.  No  validity  is  gained  in  ad- 
ducing miiformity  of  Exiierience,  unless  there  is  a warrant 
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that  the  experiences  which  are  uniform  are  themselves 
beyond  question  ; and  this  warrant  is  the  unthinkableness 
of  their  negiition.  That  some  ambiguity  will  attach  itself 
to  the  ijhrase  ‘ imthinkable,’  must  be  admitted : ambiguities 
are  not  to  be  avoided;  and  they  are  even  more  plentiful  if 
we  adopt  ‘ miiformity  of  experience,’  for  that  often  fails  to 
express  the  fact.  ‘ A is  A,’  does  not  rest  on  ‘ uniformity,’  but 
on  intuition.  My  belief  in  my  feeling  as  feeling,  is  as  irre- 
sistible in  one  case  as  after  a thousand  repetitions.  My 
belief  that  a body  in  motion  will  move  for  ever,  and  in  a 
straight  line,  unless  it  be  influenced  by  some  other  body,  is  a 
generalisation  from  Experience,  the  negative  of  which  is  un- 
thinkable as  soon  as  the  proposition  is  clearly  apprehended ; 
but  it  cannot  without  ambiguity  be  called  an  uniformity  of 
Experience,  inasmuch  as  experiences  seem  momentl}*  to 
contradict  it,  and  this  seeming  contradiction  is  only  re- 
conciled by  an  abstraction  of  th^  differences.  Moreover,  the 
test  of  uniformity  can  never  be  irresistible,  because  a possible 
diversit}'  is  not  excluded.  The  test  of  identity  is  irresistible, 
and  excludes  all  possibility  of  reversal.  A is  A for  evermore. 
Not  only  are  there  many  occasions  on  which  the  ‘ unthink- 
ableness of  the  negative’  is  a less  ambiguous  ^phrase  than 
‘ uniformity  of  Experience,’  but,  inasmuch  as  there  are  two 
schools  in  Philosophy,  holding  different  views  resjyecting  the 
origin  of  knowledge,  one  school  aflirming  it  to  be  co-extensive 
with  Experience,  the  other  school  affirming  it  to  have  an 
additional  source  antecedent  to  and  independent  of  Experi- 
ence, a Test  of  Truth  ought  to  find  its  place  in  both  schools : 
and  this  place  is  foimd  by  our  Test.  So  long  as  discussion  is 
confined  to  concrete  questions,  ‘ uniformity  of  Experience  ’ is 
its  good  a test  as  any ; but  no  sooner  does  discussion  turn 
upon  certain  abstract  questions,  e.g.,  of  Force,  than  the  test 
of  the  unthinkable  negative  resumes  its  superiority. 

Every  objection  that  can  be  alleged  against  ‘ uiithinkable- 
ness  ’ may  equally  be  alleged  against  ‘ uniformity.’  That 
which  is  unthinkable  may  turn  out  to  be  thinkable,  that 
which  has  been  uniform  ex2>erience  may  become  diversified. 
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The  examples  cited  of  beliefs  once  universal  and  now  univer- 
sally rejected,  are  examples  of  mistaken  reliance  on  uniformity, 
and  of  unthinkablcncss  rashly  concluded  where  no  equivalence 
had  been  established,  becaiise  the  elements  were  not  such  as 
then  admitted  of  an  equation.  It  is  urged  that  men  once 
believed  the  sun  to  move  round  the  earth,  and  that,  when 
they  did  so,  ‘ the  contrary  was  inconceivable ; ’ yet  we  now 
know  that  ‘ inconceivable  ’ to  be  true.  I answer : When  men 
affirmed  that  they  saw  the  sun  moving  from  east  to  west, 
and  revolving  round  the  earth,  they  affirmed  a truth,  a 
subjective,  relative  truth,  indeed,  but  one  which  being 
translateable  into  an  identical  proposition,  was  placed  beyond 
the  assaults  of  scepticism,  and  must  survive  all  the  changes 
of  Science.  What  was  that  truth  ? It  was,  that  they  saw 
the  sun  moving,  i.  e.,  they  had  certain  impressions  from  certain 
definite  appearances,  which  followed  in  a definite  order. 
The  fact  of  their  having  these  impressions  was  indisputable. 
How  far  the  actual  order  corresponded  with  these  impressions, 
how  far  their  inferences  were  right  or  wrong,  it  was  for 
Science  to  determine.  It  did  so,  by  proving  that  these 
inferences  wanted  the  character  of  equivalence  on  which 
certainty  reposes,  and  by  showing  that  other  inferences  gave 
a more  consistent  explanation.  The  belief  in  the  appearance 
of  the  sun’s  motion  continues,  and  will  for  ever  continue,  for 
it  is  a truth  the  negation  of  which  is  unthinkable ; but  the 
belief  in  the  came  of  that  appearance,  (which  is  only  an 
inference,)  will  vary  as  explanations  vary : at  each  stage  the 
only  absolute  ground  of  certainty  is  the  reduction  of  every 
inference  to  sensation  or  to  a necessity  of  thought ; and 
where  this  ground  cannot  be  reached,  our  only  groxmd  is 
jirohabilUt/,  or  such  harmony  of  our  explanation  with  estab- 
lished truths  as  compels  conviction,  and  thus,  for  the  time, 
renders  the  negative  if  not  unthinkable,  yet  so  difficult  of 
acceptance  as  to  be  almost  equivalent  to  it.  When  asked 
why  a man  believes  that  two  multiplied  by  three  gives  six  as 
the  product,  the  answer  is.  Because  he  m\ist,  an  alternative  is 
impossible,  tlie  negative  is  unthinkable ; he  has  discovered 
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the  equivalence  of  the  relations.  If  asked  why  he  believes 
that  chemical  combinations  are  uniformly  dependent  on 
vibratory  calorific  actions,  the  answer  likemse  will  be, 
Because  ho  must,  the  negative  is  unthinkable  now  that  the 
equivalence  of  the  relations  has  been  exhibited  to  him.  Before 
that  exhibition,  he  would  have  hatl  no  more  difficulty  in 
thinking  the  negative,  than  he  would  have  had  in  thinking 
the  product  of  two  multiplied  by  three  was  five  before  he 
had  ascertained  that  the  relations  of  multiplied  numbers 
were  not  the  relations  of  added  numbers.  The  numerical 
identity  is  seen  to  be  absolute,  whereas  the  identity  of  heat 
and  affinity  may,  in  the  present  state  of  science,  be  considered 
as  hj'pothetical.  Nevertheless  in  each  case  the  Test  applies. 

There  are,  notoriously,  cases  of  inseparable  association 
determined  by  the  structure  of  our  minds,  such  as  no 
enlargement  of  experience  could  loosen,  no  subtler  analysis 
dissolve,  unless  the  structure  of  the  mind  itself  were  altered. 
There  are  also  cases  of  association  which  are  loosened  by  the 
recognition  of  a mistake  in  the  supposition  of  identity.  We 
supposed  that  the  thunder  was  identical  with  the  explosion 
of  wrath,  and  we  associated  with  it  the  idea  of  an  angry 
deity,  until  the  recognised  identity  of  thunder  and  electricity, 
severed  the  association.  Finally,  it  is  notorious  that  our 
experience,  even  when  uniform,  is  nan-ow ; so  that,  when  a 
man  affirms  anything  on  the  guarantee  of  its  negative  being 
unthinkable,  we  can  disturb  his  confidence  by  showing  that 
the  negative  i«  thinkable,  and  conformable  with  a wider 
experience. 

5 36.  Mr.  Mill  has  noticed  several  of  the  inevitable  am- 
biguities of  language ; yet  he  has  not  always  succeeded  in 
disentangling  himself  from  them ; as,  for  cxam2)le,  in  his 
objection  to  Mr.  Spencer’s  assertion  that  when  he  feels  cold 
he  cannot  conceive  himself  not  feeling  cold.  Mr.  Mill  readies 
by  saying,  that  he  can  conceive  himself  not  feeling  cold ; and 
that  he  can  imagine  himself  looking  into  darkness  at  the  very 
moment  that  he  is  actually  l(X)king  at  the  sun.  The  am- 
biguity of  language  here  permits  him  to  say  this,  although 
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all  that  it  lawfully  expresses  is,  that  while  he  looks  at  the 
sun  he  can  ima^ne  himself  (under  other  conditions)  to  be 
looking  into  darkness  ; just  as  it  is  iwssible  for  his  thoughts 
to  wander  to  Nova  Zembla  while  he  is  sarmtering  down 
Regent  Street.  What  Mr.  Spencer  meant  to  say  was,  that 
during  the  state  of  consciousness  produced  by  his  looking  at 
the  srm,  it  is  impossible  for  the  opposite  state  of  consciousness 
to  emerge ; and  this  Mr.  MiU  has  not  answered,  nor  would 
he  attempt  to  answer  it. 

§ 37.  This  digression  ended,  we  may  proceed  to  the  second 
and  more  important  part  of  the  inquiry : the  correspondence 
of  the  subjective  and  objective,  as  disclosed  by  our  Test. 

‘ Truth  relatively  to  man  <jannot  be  defined  as  consisting 
in  the  conformity  of  knowledge  with  its  object ; for  to  man 
the  object  itself  exists  only  as  it  is  known  by  one  faculty  or 
another.’  * This  is  the  old  sceptical  position,  that  the  agree- 
ment can  only  be  agreement  of  ideas.  Kant  adopts  it,  by 
affirming  that  an  universal  material  criterion  is  impossible, 
because  the  conception  implies  a contradiction,  but  a formal 
criterion  is  possible,that  being  simply  the  agreementof  ideas,  t 

These  and  other  perplexing  suggestions  are  set  aside  by 
our  regarding  Truth  as  the  correspondence  between  the 
order  of  ideas  and  the  order  of  things;  whether  ideas  are 
or  are  not  alike,  it  is  enough  if  their  order  is  alike.  Here 
an  equation  can  be  established,  and  certainty  found.  Whether 
planets  are  moved  by  inhabiting  spirits,  or  are  whirled  in  a 
sUng  by  some  dishint  spiidt,  whether  they  are  ellipsoid  solids, 
or  rinextended  centres  of  force,  whether  they  are  in  any 
respect  like  or  unlike  our  conception  of  them,  is  of  little 
consequence  to  us,  so  long  as  we  have  ascertained  the  order 
of  the  phenomena,  the  law  of  their  motions.  So  absolute  is 
this  abstraction  of  difierences,  that  we  may  admit  the  real 
law  to  be  different  from  the  law  we  conceive,  provided  only 
that  there  is  equivalence,  i.c.,  that  they  numerically  cor- 
respond, so  as  to  admit  of  calculations  which  agree  witli 

• Hakssl:  Prole^omaia  liogica,  p.  2il,  f Kant:  Logik.  Einleitung,  vii. 
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observation.  Hence  all  that  Science  needs  is  correct  formulas 
of  the  order  of  phenomena : these  are  truths.  How  these 
formulas  are  reached  we  have  not  to  consider  here  ; when 
reached,  they  are  placed  by  the  Test  beyond  the  conflict  with 
doubt. 

§ 158.  It  thus  appears  that  the  question  which  has  been 
debated  since  the  beginning  of  Philosophy  may  now  receive 
a decisive  answer.  This  was  impossible  hitherto,  because  of 
the  tcnns  in  which  the  question  was  put.  We  must  no 
longer  setdc  Truth  in  the  conformity  of  ideas  with  objects 
(which  is  imi>ossible),  nor  in  the  agreement  of  ideas  with 
ideas  (which  is  a purely  subjective  condition,  carrying  no 
objective  validity) ; we  must  seek  it  in  the  equation  of  the 
internal  and  external  orders,  abstracting  all  difierences.  And 
the  jjroof  of  this  equation  is  the  corroboration  of  calculation. 
When  we  can  employ  a formula  with  absolute  precision, 
using  it  as  if  it  were  identical  with  the  order  of  things,  and 
appljung  it  to  events  which  are  to  come,  we  are  certain  that 
this  formula  expresses  equivalence  and  is  a truth. 

Subjective  agreement  is  as  perfect  in  hallucination  as  in 
IK?rception,  which  M.  Taine  happily  calls  ‘ une  hallucination 
■\Taie.’*  How,  then,  are  we  ever  to  be  certain  that  our 
formulas  are  true — that  the  order  of  our  ideas  is  in  corres- 
pondence with  the  order  of  things  ? Wliat  is  the  bridge 
over  the  gulf  between  the  subject  and  object  ? Let  us  pause 
awhile  to  consider. 

I am  seated  in  my  study,  and,  on  raising  my  head  from 
a book,  see  a man  slowly  pass  out  of  the  room,  cross  the 
lawn,  and  seat  himself  on  the  garden  wall.  This  has  been 
the  order  of  my  sensations.  Considered  subjectively,  the 
truth  is  indisputable.  It  is  an  identical  proposition  to  say, 
that  I saw  what  I saw,  felt  what  I felt.  But  can  I with 
c<]ual  certainty  siiy,  that  what  I saw  had  a corresponding 
reality,  that  the  objective  order  was  the  same  as  the  sub- 
jective ? Not  so.  As  yet  no  proof  exists.  I may  have  had 
an  hallucination.  To  prove  that  my  subjective  state  had  its 
• TiiNE:  Lu  PkUosophu  Fran^aiaduXIXiimt  sUde.  1857. 
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correspondent  objective,  some  corroboration  is  needed.  My 
wife  enters  the  room,  and  she  also  sees  the  man  on  the 
garden  wall.  This  proves  that  I have  not  had  an  halluci- 
nation of  vision ; but  it  does  not  prove  the  reality  of  my 
inference.  Her  testimony  is  not  final,  because  she  may  mis- 
interiiret  the  appearances,  as  I misinterpret  them.  A dog 
comes  in,  and,  seeing  the  figure  on  the  wall,  begins  barking 
furiously.  This  shows,  that  although  wife  and  dog  may  mis- 
interi)ret  the  appearances,  there  is  some  external  object.  If 
I could  touch  it,  the  corroboration  of  one  sense  by  another 
would  be  valuable ; I can,  at  any  rate,  speak  to  it.  I do  so ; 
and,  asking  the  man  what  he  does  there,  he  replies  by  some 
insulting  jest.  My  conviction  becomes  deepened  with  each 
corroborating  fact ; and  when,  finally,  I order  my  servant  to 
fetch  a policeman,  and  the  policeman  comes,  and  carries  off 
the  struggling  intruder,  the  impossibility  of  my  thinking 
that  the  vision  had  not  an  objective  reality  is  absolute.  \Vlien 
all  tlie  senses  converge,  when  all  the  evidences  corroborate, 
we  are  forced  to  believe  in  the  objective  reality,  unless  we 
declare  all  existence  to  be  a dream. 

§ 30.  Inasmuch  as  all  knowledge  is  the  expression  of 
Experience,  the  truth  of  any  proposition  respecting  things 
can  only  be  tested  by  some  term  of  Experience.  The  elements 
of  Inference  must  be  severally  reduced  to  Feeling,  or  must 
be  established  by  Eeason.  If  I cannot  reduce  an  Inference, 
to  Feeling,  I can  approach  it  through  the  Feeling  of  others ; 
and  their  corroboration  is  the  stronger  in  proportion  as  it 
concerns  the  objective  nature  of  the  thing  inferred.  I want 
no  evidence  of  the  fact  that  sugar  is  sweet  to  mo ; but  if 
everyone  cverj-where  declares  sugar  to  be  sweet,  Reason  tells 
me  there  must  bo  some  objective  something  corresponding 
with  this  sensation ; and  when  I find  that  this  something, 
which  exists  in  various  fruits  and  various  substances,  has  in 
all  these  the  same  atomic  elements,  I have  got  hold  of  an 
equation  between  the  inteinal  and  external  orders. 

^ 40.  Mr.  Mill  insists,  that  a necessity  of  Thought  cannot 
be  accepted  as  a necessity  of  Things.  Perhaps  not ; perhaps 
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it  can.  We  are  incoinpetcut  to  decide.  To  decide  it,  would 
be  to  have  absolute  knowled<'e.  Let  me  ask,  why  should  not 
a necessity  of  Thought  be  sometimes  the  expression  of  an 
equivalent  necessity  of  Things,  since  it  is  the  product  of 
Experience,  which  is  determuied  by  objective  conditions? 
And  even  if  we  grant,  that  a subjective  necessity  can  never 
carry  with  it  an  objective  necessity,  we  must  still  say.  This 
is  what  we  are  comijelled  to  think,  and  this  for  us  is  Truth. 
Not  that  I ‘erect  the  mcurable  limitation  of  the  human 
conceptive  faculty  into  laws  of  the  outward  universe.’  Far 
from  it.  I simply  erect  them  into  ‘ laws  of  the  conceptions 
we  form  of  the  universe ; ’ and  wherever  we  find  these  con- 
ceptions so  far  corresponding  with  external  laws  that  they 
enable  us  to  foresee  results,  and  modify  phenomena  with 
certainty,  we  may  declare  the  equivalence  of  the  law  and  the 
conception.  In  such  a case,  the  necessity  of  Thought  is  the 
expression  of  a necessity  of  Things.  The  laws  of  Number, 
Form,  and  Motion  are  necessities  of  things  no  less  than  of 
Thought,  not  perhaps  existing  objectively  in  the  same  forms 
iis  they  exist  subjectively,  but  having  an  equivalent  order ; 
and  the  proof  is,  that  we  discover  them  in  Things,  we  do  not 
put  them  there. 

§ 41.  And  this  leads  me  to  remark  on  Mr.  Mill’s  criticism 
that  I ‘ set  up  acquired  necessities  of  thought  in  the  minds 
of  one  or  two  generations,  as  evidence  of  real  necessities  in 
the  universe.’  Undoubtedly,  the  laws  of  Number,  Form,  and 
Motion  are  discoveries,  and  whether  these  were  e.arly  or  late 
in  being  made,  nowise  affects  their  truth.  Because  men, 
until  within  the  last  twenty  years,  failed  to  see  the  equiva- 
lence of  Hea  t and  Motion,  are  we  to  conclude  that  this  equi- 
valence is  not  a necessity  of  things  ? Did  not  the  order  in 
Things  proceed  on  tliis  law  (or  on  a corresponding  law)  during 
nil  the  centuries  in  which  men’s  conceptions  of  the  order  were 
very  different  ? And  now  that  men’s  conceptions  have  been 
rea<ljusted,  and  they  have  detected  the  identity  of  Heat  and 
Motion,  has  not  the  law  become  a necessity  of  Thought  no 
less  than  of  Things  ? 
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§ 42.  What  Mr.  Mill  justly  condemns  is  the  tendency  to 
accept  necessities  of  Thought  as  necessities  of  Things,  hefore 
they  have  been  proved  to  be  identical.  Against  this  tendeucy 
to  assume  that  the  order  of  ideas  corresponds  with  tlie  order 
in  phenomena,  and  that  what  is  logically  valid  will  always  be 
objectively  valid,  I have  repeatedly  protested  in  the  course  of 
this  History  ; for,  indeed,  the  whole  body  of  Metaphysics  is  a 
result  of  that  vicious  tendeucy.  Nevertheless,  believing  that 
Truth  is  possible — according  to  the  definition  I have  given  of 
it — and  that  a correspondence  between  the  internal  and  exter- 
nal orders,  though  diflScult  of  attainment,  has  a decisive  Test, 
I have  shown  that  a proposition  is  abgolulchj  true  only  when  its 
terms  are  equivalent,  and  that  as  this  rests  on  the  impossibi- 
lity of  our  thinking  a negative  of  the  proposition,  the  varying 
degrees  of  probability  will  depend  on  the  jiossibility  of  admit- 
ting a negative.  Tliis  latter  condition  varies,  of  course,  with 
the  enlargements  of  knowledge ; that  negative  which  was 
easily  thinkable  at  one  epoch  becoming  unthinkable  at  ano- 
ther, and  that  which  was  unthinkable  in  the  uifiuicy  of 
Science  becoming  not  only  thinkable  but  irresistible  in  its 
maturity.  That  men  should  be  able  to  stand  at  the  anti- 
podes was  formerly  quite  unthinkable  ; they  were  conceived 
under  conditions  which  would  necessitate  their  falling  away 
into  space.  Science  has  not  disproved  thie  necessity,  but  has 
displaced  the  erroneous  conception  of  the  facts  on  which  the 
proposition  rested,  and  replaced  it  by  another  proposition. 
(Compare  § 07.)  If  we  now  conclude  that  men  will  stand  as 
well  on  the  earth  at  the  antipodes  as  they  stand  beside  us, 
it  is  because  we  believe  the  conditions  to  be  eqiiivalent  in 
both  places,  and,  with  equivalent  conditions,  necessarily  arise 
identical  residts. 

§ 43.  No  one  supposes  that  it  will  guarantee  a truth  to  say 
simply  that  we  are  compelled  to  believe  it,  without  exhibiting 
our  grounds  of  belief.*  We  must  show  the  evidence  to  bo 

• Kant  properly  objects,  that  tho  proposition  ‘what  wc  cannot  but  think  as  truo 
must  be  true*  is  no  ground  of  proof,  but  only  a confession  of  inability.  ‘ Nungiebt 
c»  freilich  wohl  viele  unerweislicho  Krkcnntuisse,  ullein  das  Gcfiihl  tier  UcLor- 
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irresistible,  displaying  our  belief  as  a necessary  conclusion, 
not  a mere  prejudice  or  tradition.  In  adducing  our  evidence, 
we  bave  to  establish  a series  of  identical  propositions ; and  it 
is  precisely  because  we  cannot  do  this  in  complex  questions, 
that  demonstration  halts. 

§ 44.  We  shall  have  to  resume  the  subject  of  necessity  in 
a future  section,  when  discussing  Necessary  Truths  in  rela- 
tion to  the  origin  of  Knowledge ; for  the  present,  therefore, 
the  argument  may  close.  What  the  preceding  paragraphs 
have  attempted  to  establish  is,  the  possibility  of  Truth  and  its 
Test.  This  Test  is  absolute  and  relative : absolute,  when  the 
negative  of  a proposition  is  unthinkable  because  the  propo- 
sition itself  is  an  identical  one ; relative,  when  the  negative, 
though  not  positively  unthinkable,  is  nevertheless  so  opposed 
to  existing  knowledge  as  to  be  inadmissible,  in  which  case 
the  Test  only  reveals  a high  degree  of  probability.  But  in  no 
case  is  the  Test  a means  of  enlarging  knowledge ; it  only  de- 
termines the  degree  of  certainty.  How  knowledge  is  enlarged 
we  have  already  seen  in  the  exposition  of  Method. 

zcugung  in  Ansehung  dersolben  ist  oin  Ocstandnifts,  aber  nicht  oin  Bewuispffuml 
davoo,  dass  aie  wahr  sind/  Unfrrs.  uher  die  Deutlichkrit  dcr  Grnndmlze.  Werko, 
i.  89,  f?d  Hahtf.nstkin,  1838.  (This  is  the  edition  I usually  refer  to.) 
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IV.  SOME  INFIRMITIES  OF  THOUGET. 

§ 45.  If  Histoiy  Is  Philosophy  teaching  by  example,  the  ex- 
amples of  infirmity  disclosed  in  the  various  systems  which 
have  gamed  acceptance  should  bo  carefully  analysed.  I do 
not  propose  to  enumerate  them  here,  nor  to  write  a treati.se 
on  Error,  but  a few  instructive  exiimples  may  be  specified. 

And  first  of  that  tendency,  already  noticed,  § 16,  to  commute 
the  formal  into  material  elements,  to  raise  Relations  out  of 
their  proper  category,  and  transport  them  into  the  category  of 
Things.  This  is  the  parent  of  Metaphysics.  It  is  often 
called  the  tendency  to  ‘ realise  abstractions.’  Having  com- 
bined certain  elements  of  particular  experiences  into  a single 
conception,  we  treat  the  concept  as  if  it  were  an  individual 
object.*  The  belief  in  Universals,  which  was  accepted  for 
centuries,  is  a well-known  example.  Professor  Bain  has  truly 
remarked  that  ‘ the  more  we  analyse  or  decompose  concrete 
objects  into  the  abstract  qualities  that  make  them  up,  the  more 
difiicidt  it  is  to  remount  to  the  concrete.  Hence  the  most 
arduous  attempt  of  all  is  to  make  actual  nature  rise  up  out  of 
scientific  or  technical  language — to  conceive  minerals  from  a 
book  of  mineralogy,  and  the  parts  of  the  human  body  from 
anatomical  descriptiou.’f  Why  this  difficulty  ? Because  wc 
have  to  undo  what  has  been  laboriously  done — to  immerse 
the  abstractions  in  the  concretes  from  which  they  were 

• *Toutes  lea  foiaque  certains  Elements  d’une  representation  sont  diatingu^s  par 
une  analyse,  ou  groupes  systiroRtiquiinent  dans  une  synthi^ae,  im  tout  so  forme  et 
so  pose ; rien  do  mieux;  mais  on  no  s’arr^te  pas  la  ; on  entend  quo  les  relations, 
sous  condition  desquclles  cetto  operation  s'est  faite,  disparaisEont  comme 
faudage  inutile  d’uno  ^ificeachev^o,  etque  k*  tout  qu  on  a constitu6demouro  :i  |xirt, 
debout,  comme  de  lui-m^me,  on  lui«meme.’— Rknov vieb  : Estais  dt  Critiiiuc  Giniralet 
1864,1.9. 

t Bain  : The  6>«s«  and  the  Intellect,  2nd  cd.  1864,  p.  603. 
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abstracted.  And  yet  ‘ tbis  process  of  resolving  natural  aggre- 
gates into  tbeir  ultimate  abstractions  ’ is  the  great  instrument 
of  Philosophy.  These  abstracts  represent  the  comtants ; 
vhei-eas  the  concretes  arc  the  variables;  and  these  variables, 
by  their  multiplicity  and  change,  confuse  the  eye  and  dis- 
tract the  attention.  But  if,  as  our  infirmity  tends,  we  give 
objective  independence  to  these  abstracts,  we  distort  the  order 
of  Things ; in  other  words,  we  follow  the  movements  of 
Thought,  instead  of  following  the  movements  of  Things. 

Now  in  Science,  when  pursued  on  the  Objective  Method, 
we  are  constantly  made  aware  of  this  tendency,  and  are 
forced  to  correct  it  by  our  failures  in  reconciling  calculation 
with  observation  ; but  in  Ontology  such  correction  is  impos- 
sible ; accordingly  it  is  in  Mebiphysics  that  we  see  the  most 
frequent  exhibitions  of  the  infirmity. 

§ 40.  A good  example  of  the  tendency  is  the  once  popular 
but  now  gradually  expinng  doctrine  of  a Vital  Principle. 

Life  is  the  connexus  of  the  organic  activities  : a complex 
whole  of  various  particular  facts,  abstracted  from  those  par- 
ticulars, and  raised  into  objective  reality.  Each  organ  is 
composed  of  constituent  tissues ; each  tissue  has  its  consti- 
tuent elements ; each  element,  each  tissue  has  its  specific 
properties;  the  activity  of  each  organ  is  the  siun  of  these 
projHirties  ; the  organism  is  the  connexus  of  the  whole.  Life 
is  thus  a concept  formed  out  of  particulars.  And  because 
the  functional  relation  of  each  organ  to  the  whole,  as  of 
each  tissue  to  each  organ,  is  necessarily  dependent  on  the 
established  connexus,  both  terms  of  the  relation  (j)arts  and 
whole)  being  inseparable,  some  physiologists  have  argued  that 
the  connexus  is  prior  to  the  organs,  the  whole  (jmcrating  the 
parts,  instead  of  being  a gcneralisafimi  from  the  parts. 

Thus,  forgetting  the  simple  teachings  of  experience  that 
Life  is  the  connexus  of  various  phenomena — an  abstract  from 
the  phenomena — men  have  realised  the  abstraction,  declared 
the  resultant  to  be  a necessaiy  anteeedent,  and  have  constructed 
an  Entity  out  of  a Eelation.  They  sjxjak  of  a Vital  Principle 
anterior  to,  and  independent  of,  all  the  organic  activities — 
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a Plastic  Force,  wliich  mysteriously  shapes  the  elements 
into  tissues,  the  tissiies  into  organs,  tlie  organs  into  an  or- 
ganism, and  which,  while  thus  building  up  the  parts,  endows 
them  with  its  own  special  property — vitality.  ‘ In  the  ab- 
sence of  this  Principle,’  they  argue,  ‘ aU  the  activities  which 
could  he  manifested  within  a tissue,  or  an  organ,  woidd  be 
chemical  and  physical,  not  vital.  The  presence,  therefore,  of 
the  Principle  is  presupposed  in  every  atom  of  the  vital 
organism  ; and  this  presence  is  not  a resultant,  but  a cause.’ 

§ 47.  Erroneous  as  this  hjy)othcsis  seems  to  most  biolo- 
gists at  the  present  day,  it  has  been  strenuously  supported, 
and  even  stiU  finds  eminent  supporters.  The  main  som'ce  of 
its  persistence  lies  in  the  infirmity  we  are  now  consider- 
ing. Because  vital  phenomena  are  only  observed  under  a 
special  conjunction  of  conditions,  in  which  the  forces  (that 
are  elsewhere  observed  acting  in  different  directions)  are 
seen  to  have  a specific  direction  impressed  on  them,  we  form 
an  abstract  of  this  special  conjunction,  and  then  easily  fall 
into  the  error  of  realising  our  abstraction,  giving  it  objective 
independence.  But  let  us  remount  to  the  source  of  our 
abstraction.  Let  us  immerse  the  abstract  once  more  in  the 
concretes  from  which  it  was  drawn.  Let  us  follow  the  move- 
ments of  phenomena,  and  the  illusion  will  vanish. 

A strip  of  muscle  detached  from  the  orgjinism  wiU  mani- 
fest all  its  vital  properties,  so  long  as  its  specific  constitution 
as  muscle  remains,  so  long  as  it  resi.sts  disintegration ; it  wUl 
absorb  oxygen,  exhale  carbonic  acid,  and  contract  under 
appropriate  stimulus.  A gland  removed  from  the  body  con- 
tinues to  be  a small  laboratory  of  chemical  change,  secreting 
as  it  secreted  in  the  organism.  A nerve  removed  from  the 
body  continues  to  manifest  its  specific  property  of  NeurUity, 
and  will  cause  a muscle  to  contract  if  stimulated ; nay,  a 
nerve-centre  removed  from  its  connection  with  the  rest  of 
the  body  will  continue  to  manifest  its  specific  Sensibility; 
a decapitated  bee  will  sting  with  its  headless  body,  or  bite 
with  its  bodiless  head. 

Tliese  phenomena  prove  that  what  each  part  does  in  the 
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organism,  each  part  does  out  of  the  organism.  In  other 
words,  the  Life  of  the  animal  is  the  sum  of  the  particular 
vital  activities  ;*  not  a power  anterior  to,  and  independent  of, 
these  activities.  What  is  Life,  if  it  is  not  the  sum  of  vital 
phenomena  ? And  if  it  is  the  sum,  it  cannot  be  independent 
of  the  integers  of  which  it  is  the  sum.  The  abstract  is  of 
course  different  from  any  one  of  its  concretes.  The  organism 
as  a whole— a combination  of  activities — presents  phenomena 
which  cannot  be  presented  by  the  parts  separately.  Tlie 
animal  which  has  its  muscles,  glands,  nerves,  and  nerve- 
centres,  all  harmoniously  working  together  in  one  body,  in 
one  connexus,  is  capable  of  manifesting  complex  phenomena 
which  could  not  be  manifested  by  any  of  its  separated 
organs ; and  the  only  question  that  remains  is,  whether 
there  may  not  be  a Vital  Principle  which  luiites  these  psirts 
into  one  harmonious  whole  ? Let  the  question  bo  distinctly 
stated : Do  we  mean  by  Life  the  source  of  all  vital  pheno- 
mena, or  is  it  simply  a personified  expression  of  the  idieno- 
mena?  If  the  former,  then  we  mean  that  anterior  to  all 
vital  phenomena  there  is  a Principle,  or  Entity,  which  is  in 
no  wise  dependent  on  these  phenomena ; and  on  this  Prin- 
ciple all  phenomena  depend,  as  effects  depend,  upon  their 
causes. 

§ 48.  Before  considering  this  aspect  of  the  old  doctrine, 
there  is  one  objection  which  must  be  anticipated.  Seeing 
each  part  of  the  organism  capable  of  manifesting  vitality, 
the  vitalists  may  claim  that  fact  as  peremptory  evidence  of 
the  truth  of  their  doctrine.  ‘ The  parts  are  alive,’  they 
argue ; ‘ but  how  alive  ? They  have  been  endowed  with 
vitality  by  the  Principle  which  forms  the  organism ; not 
holding  it  from  any  virtue  in  themselves,  but  receiving  it 

♦‘La  force  vitalo  peut  kro  conipio  oomme  une  formulo  laconique  deslin^e  a 
foiprimer  en  un  seul  mot  les  caract^res  ppopresi^  la  mati^rc  or^aais^*.’ — Bkclaho: 
Phf/sio/oqif,  p.  13.  ' I.a  vida  do  la  nmloria  es  una  funcion:  dep'ndo  do  sns 

elcmentos  y cada  uno  do  sus  clemontos  depende  do  los  dcm/is  y del  todo  quo 
c»)nslituyon.  . . . El  oi^aniKmo  entcpo  es  una  funcion  do  funciones  orpanieas,  un 

coi^unto  quo  dopendo  do  huh  f«irtes,  no  pudiendo  pcrderlaa  todas,  *^in  desapartcer 
Como  tal  coiyuDto/ — Nieto  .Seurju^o:  Bosquijo  dch  Ciencia  Viviente,  p.  337. 
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from  the  source  of  all  organic  activity.  Indeed,  the  con- 
clusive proof  of  the  existence  of  a Vital  Principle  is  the  fact 
that  every  atom  of  the  organism  is  interfused  with  life.’ 

I will  meet  this  argument  by  the  simple  question  : Is  the 
Vital  Principle  identical  with,  and  coextensive  with,  the  Life 
luanifested  by  the  whole  organism,  or  is  it  simply  the  Life 
manifested  by  each  part  ? When  we  speak  of  a Vital  Prin- 
ciple, do  we  mean  the  Life  of  the  animal,  and  is  that  the 
same  thing  as  the  Life  of  an  isolated  muscle,  gland,  or  nerve? 
Obviously  not.  In  the  one  we  group  together  various  phe- 
nomena of  sensibility,  contractility,  nutrition,  reproduction, 
development,  and  decay.  In  the  other  we  group  together 
only  certain  special  phenomena.  The  muscle  will  contract, 
will  absorb  oxygon  and  exhale  carbonic  acid ; but  it  will 
not  nourish  itself,  it  will  not  grow,  it  will  not  reproduce 
other  muscles,  it  will  not  feel,  nor  think.  If  we  admit  that 
there  is  a certain  community  in  all  piirts  of  the  organism,  a 
community  which  expresses  a fundamental  identity,  the  ijarts 
being  differentiated  from  one  common  mass,  we  must  never- 
theless admit  the  great  diversity  in  the  various  parts.  The 
organism  is  the  synthesis  of  these  parts,  and  Life  is  the 
synthesis  of  their  proi>erties. 

To  make  this  position  clearer,  let  us  analyse  our  knowledge 
of  a locomotive.  We  find  that  the  fire  will  heat  water  out 
of  the  machine  as  in  it ; the  water,  when  raised  to  a tem- 
perature of  212° F.,  will  pass  off  into  steam;  the  expan- 
sion of  this  steam  will  force  a piston ; the  crank  will  turn  a 
wheel ; the  wheel  will  roll  a carriage.  The  skilfid  adjust- 
ment of  these  various  parts  results  in  a whole  which  wo 
name  a locomotive.  But  no  one  supposes  that  the  pheno- 
mena presented  by  the  locomotive  could  be  presented  by  any 
one  of  its  parts.  Still  less  does  any  one  suppose  that  the 
phenomena  are  due  to  a Locomotive  Principle,  independent 
of  the  parts,  which  created  and  adjusted  the  parts.  The 
engine-maker  who  adjusted  the  parts  did  not  give  them 
their  properties  ; he  found  them,  and  used  them. 

Now,  the  only  point  in  which  this  parallelism  is  incom- 
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plete,  is  in  the  community  which  runs  through  all  the  parts 
of  the  organism,  and  is  not  found  in  all  parts  of  the  machine. 
As  I said  before,  this  arises  from  the  organism  being  consti- 
tuted'b}'  difl'erentiations  of  a substance  originally  homoge- 
neous ; whereas  the  machine  is  constructed  of  materials 
originally  heterogeneous.  The  one  was  evolved ; the  other 
made.  If,  therefore,  the  Vital  Principle  be  that  which  is 
common  to  all  parts,  we  shall  have  to  simplify  our  con- 
ception of  Life,  and  reduce  it  to  the  properties  of  a blastema. 
Eliminating  many  of  the  great  phenomena  of  organic  ac- 
tivity, w'e  are  left  with  a structureless  substance  having  the 
properties  of  As.similation  and  Disintegration,  from  which 
Development,  Reproduction,  and  Death  result.  Nor  will 
even  this  simplification  much  assist  the  doctrine  of  a Vital 
Principle.  Life  is  only  known  in  dependence  on  sub- 
stance ; its  activity  is  accelerated  or  retarded  according  to 
the  conditions  in  which  the  chemical  changes  of  the  sub- 
stance arc  facilitated  or  impeded,  and  it  vanishes  with  the 
disintegration  of  the  substance.  IMiat,  therefore,  remains, 
but  to  conclude  that  Vitality  is  the  abstract  designation  of 
certain  special  properties  manifested  by  matter  under  certain 
special  conditions  ? Thus  conceived,  the  ascending  com- 
plexity of  rttal  phenomena  with  an  ascending  complexity  of 
organic  structure,  in  harmony  with  certain  special  condi- 
tions, becomes  intelligible,  and  Vitality  distinguishes  the 
simplest  living  monad  no  less  than  the  most  complex  animal 
organism.  Commimity  is  thus  reconciled  with  diversity. 

^ to.  Metaphysical  ghosts  cannot  be  killed,  because  they 
cannot  be  touched ; but  they  may  be  dispelled  by  dispelling 
the  twilight  in  which  shadows  and  solidities  are  easily  con- 
foimded.  Tlie  Vital  Principle  is  an  entity  of  this  ghostly 
kind ; and  although  the  daylight  has  dissipated  it,  and  jwsi- 
tive  Biology  is  no  longer  vexed  with  its  visitations,  it  never- 
theless reappears  in  another  shape  in  the  shadowy  region  of 
mystery  which  smrounds  biological  and  all  other  questions. 
I indicated  this  region  of  mystery  when  I said  that  the  or- 
ganism differed  from  all  other  mechanisms  in  being  evolved 
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from  a homogeneous  substauce,  and  not  made  out  of  hetero- 
geneous substances.  How  comes  this  possibility  of  evolution? 
Whence  the  adjustment  of  part  to  part.,  and  function  to  func- 
tion ? If  the  machine  requires  a mechanist  to  dispise  and 
adjust  the  parts,  does  not  the  organism  require  its  mechanist 
or  Plastic  Principle  ? 

In  presence  of  this  question  the  metaph3-siologist,  although 
he  may  have  given  up  his  belief  in  an  Entitj',  a Life  inde- 
pendent of  living  substances,  has  reuxly  recourse  to  another 
form  of  the  same  belief,  and  substitutes  for  the  Vital  Prin- 
ciple the  conception  of  a Plan  or  Scheme,  according  to  which 
the  physical  forces  are  coerced  into  an  organic  imity.  The 
same  conception  has  been  applied  to  the  Cosmos.  It  may  be 
here  considered  solely  in  reference  to  the  orgjinism ; though 
students  will  have  no  diificulty  in  extending  the  argument. 

5 50.  At  the  outset  note  a false  analogy,  arising  from  a 
misconception  of  Evolution.  We  see  an  architect  arranging 
a plan  for  a house,  and  a builder  arranging  the  materials  in 
accordance  ■with  this  plan.  Finding  in  an  organism  a cer- 
tain adjustment  of  parts,  which  may  be  reduced  to  a plan, 
wo  are  easily’  led  to  conceive  that  this  plan  was  made  before 
the  parts,  and  that  the  adjustment  was  determined  by  the 
phin.  This  is  what  logicians  call  va-Tspov  irporepov,  and  ordi- 
nary men  ‘ putting  the  cart  before  the  horse ; ’ the  resulbint 
is  transformed  into  the  cause. 

W^e  not  onlj’  see  that  the  architect’s  plan  determined  the 
arrangement  of  materials  in  the  house,  but  we  see  why  it 
must  have  done  so,  because  the  materials  have  no  sponta- 
neous tendencj’  to  group  themselves  into  houses ; that  not 
being  a recognised  property  of  bricks,  mortar,  wood,  and 
glass.  But  what  we  know  of  organic  materials  is  that  they 
have  this  six>ntaneous  tendency  to  arrange  themselves  in  de- 
finite forms ; precisely  as  we  see  chemical  substances  arrang- 
ing themselves  in  definite  forms,  without  the  intervention  of 
any  extra-chemical  agency. 

Observe : either  the  Plan  is  iiidependent  of  tlie  materials, 
in  which  case  it  is  an  extra-biological  agency ; or  it  is  the 
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generalised  concept  of  the  indwelling  tendencies  of  matter, 
when  under  definite  conditions.  In  the  one  case  the  analog}* 
of  the  architectural  Plan  is  correct ; but  this  destroys  the 
idea  of  evolution.,  and  substitutes  that  of  construction.  In  the 
other  case  the  analogy  is  seen  to  be  founded  on  a misconcep- 
t i<3n  of  organic  facts ; the  parts  with  their  adjustments  evolve 
n plan,  and  are  not  constructed  after  a plan.  From  an 
observed  ncj-us  men  rashly  infer  a nisus,  from  an  actual 
conjunction  a previous  intention.  If  this  conception  of  a 
Plan  be  admitted  in  Biology,  it  must  equally  be  admitted  in 
Chemistry,  Physics,  and  AstronoTny.  Matter  and  Force  not 
Ix’ing  mysterious  enough,  we  must  add  a new  mystery  of 
architectural  Plan,  shaping  Matter  and  directing  Force. 
Tliere  is,  however,  this  dilemma : Is  the  Plan  in  itself  a 
shaping  Power?  It  is  then  only  another  name  for  the  Uni- 
versal Cause.  Is  it  without  sjiecific  power  ? It  is  then  an 
impotent  overseer. 

§ 51.  According  to  the  first  answer,  the  Plan  is  identified 
with  Go<l.  But  this  introduction  of  God,  besides  its  pan- 
theistic issues,  is  an  evasion  of  the  real  question.  We  did 
not  ask  whether  God  fa.shions  all  things,  organisms  as  well  as 
worlds;  hut  whether  eiich  organism  and  each  chemical  six'cies 
has  over  and  above  its  constituent  elements  and  properties  a 
shaping  Idea,  an  indeiiendent  Plan,  which  gives  specific  di- 
rection to  the  constituent  elements  and  properties  ? This  is 
the  question.  There  are  two  answers:  1st,  the  teleological. 
There  must  be  such  a Plan,  because  our  examination  of  an 
organism  discloses  its  resemblance  to  mechanisms  which 
we  know  to  have  been  constructed  on  a Plan,  and  we  con- 
clude that  each  adjustment  was  intended  to  effect  its  purj)ose. 
2nd,  the  psychological.  The  conception  of  a Plan,  when  it 
does  not  arise  from  a false  analogy  (§  50),  is  a generalised 
exi>ression  of  the  observed  facts  of  organic  independence : 
the  facts  of  a nexus.  Science  finding  it  indispensable  to 
co-ordinate  all  the  facts  in  a general  concept,  such  as  a 
Plan,  men  are  led  by  an  infirmity  of  thought  to  realise  the 
concept ; and  having  first  used  it  only  as  a convenient 
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expression,  they  grow  into  a belief  of  this  nexus  being 
also  a nisus. 

§ 52.  This  argument  will  perhaps  be  met  by  the  distinc- 
tion of  Potential  and  Actual,  which  has  played  so  promi- 
nent a part  in  Metaphysics,  and  which  is  itself  one  of  the 
products  of  the  infirmity  now  under  examination.  It  will 
be  said  ‘ the  Plan  pre-exists,  not  as  an  actual  objective  fact, 
but  as  a Possibility,  a Potentiality.’ 

Let  us  first  see  what  experience  tells  us  of  the  development 
of  an  organism.  The  ovum  and  the  seed  are  starting  points, 
from  which  an  animal  and  a plant  may,  under  requisite  con- 
ditions, be  developed.  This  is  the  expression  of  our  expe- 
rience. But  now  observe  the  jugglery  of  thought!  One  of 
the  elements  of  the  whole  residt,  absolutely  necessary  to 
the  result  (indicated  by  italics  in  our  statement),  is  quietly 
eliminated,  and  never  aftenvards  restored.  By  a regressive 
movement  of  Thought  we  carry  the  developed  organism 
back  again  to  its  starting-point,  {mimts  the  conditions  of 
development,  therefore,)  and  form  a concept  of  the  ovum 
and  seed  as  potent  ially  containing  the  animal  and  the  plant. 

At  first  this  is  mental  shorthand,  useful  as  an  artifice. 
Unhappily  it  soon  loses  its  position  as  an  artifice,  and  passes 
into  a fallacy.  The  elements  which  have  been  omitted  are 
never  restored  (compare  § 51).  If  we  restore  them,  if  we 
write  out  the  full  meaning  of  our  shorthand  notes,  what  do 
we  read?  Assuredly  not  that  the  lineaments  of  the  animal 
are  actually  present  in  the  ovum.  In  the  ovum  they  do  not 
exist.  When  you  say  that  they  exist  potentially,  what  is  the 
translation  of  your  phrase  ? It  is,  that  under  a given  history — 
under  a successive  series  of  particular  conditions,  a special 
result  will  ensue.  If  we  know  the  conditions  and  their  suc- 
cession, we  may  foretell  the  result.  The  law  of  causation 
determines  it.  Any  variation  in  any  one  of  the  conditions 
will  be  followed  by  a corresponding  variation  in  the  result. 
All  this  history  of  development  is  omitted  in  the  shorthand 
of  Thought.  The  result  is  foreseen,  because,  the  conditions 
being  taken  for  granted,  their  action  is  anticipated. 
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But  Nature  must  not  be  tlius  distorted  and  compressed. 
If  our  feeble  faculties  make  artifices  necessary,  we  must  not 
forget  that  they  are  artifices ; we  must  restore,  in  a final 
elaboration,  what,  in  a preliminary  elaboration,  we  rejected. 
The  facts  of  Nature  remain,  whether  we  reject  them  or  accept  - 
them.  Potential  existence  is  ideal,  not  real.  If  you  adjust 
yoim  rifle  accurately,  the  animal  aimed  at  may  be  potentially 
dead,  but  is  alive  ; and  the  merest  trifle,  the  swerving  of  yoiu" 
hand,  or  the  dampness  of  your  powder,  puts  an  end  to  the 
potential  existence.  A fact  is  not  a fact  uutU  it  is  accom- 
plished. Nothing  exists  before  it  exists.  This  truism  is  dis- 
regarded by  those  who  talk  of  potential  existence.  Tlie 
conception  of  a plan  preceding  the  execution  of  a work,  does 
not  prove  that  the  plan  pre-exists  in  re.  Tlie  realised  plan 
does  not  begin  to  exist,  out  of  Thought,  until  the  work  is 
begun,  and  is  completed  with  the  completion  of  the  work. 

§ 52.  Potential  existence  is  subjective  only.  My  forecasts 
of  the  results  of  a history  may  bo  true  or  false.  I foresee  the 
result  by  grouping  together  the  facts  which  will  he,  with  the 
facts  which  are,  and  I make  one  concept  of  them.  In  doing 
so  I annihilate  history.  I transcend  the  conditions  of  Time, 
and  the  necessities  of  Causality,  and  conceive  as  simultane- 
ously completed,  that  which  in  Nature  must  bo  successive 
and  gniduated.  So  far  well.  But  if  I desire  to  ascertain  the 
actual  facts,  I must  foUow  the  course  of  Nature,  aiid  restore 
that  history  which  has  been  left  out  of  sight.  Following  the 
development  of  the  ovum,  historically,  I observe  that  not  only 
are  certain  conditions  indispensable,  but  that  every  variation 
in  the  requisite  conditions  produces  a variation  in  the  result — 
modifies  the  structure  of  the  animal,  arrests  or  accelerates  its 
development.  If  I varnish  the  shell  of  an  egg,  I prevent  the 
embrj'O  from  develojjing  into  a bird.  If  I varnish  one  part 
of  the  shell,  I so  alter  the  requisite  conditions  that  the  result 
is  a bird  incapable  of  living,  or  curiously  malformed.  In 
altering  the  history  I have  changed  the  historical  result. 
What  then  has  the  Plan  efiected  ? The  Plan  has  not  come 
into  existence.  If  the  conjunction  has  thus  altered  with  the 
altered  conditions,  how  can  it  be  the  fulfilment  of  a Plan 
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irrespective  of  conditions?  and  a Plan  which  is  strictly 
dependent  on  conditions  is  not  a nisus  hut  a nexus.  The 
inevitable  conclusion  is,  that  Plan  neither  shapes  the  Or- 
ganism nor  determines  the  conditions  through  which  the 
development  takes  place.  In  mathematical  phrase,  the  Plan 
is  the  fuH-ction  of  Development  and  Developing  Conditions, 
and  is  variable  with  every  variation  of  either.* 

The  fallacy  that  a concept  has  independent  existence  prior 
to  the  particulars  out  of  which  it  is  formed,  or  that  a Plan 
exists  as  a potential  before  it  exists  as  an  actual,  will  fre- 
quently be  met  with  in  the  History  of  Philosophy.  Indeed, 
Aristotle’s  distinction  of  Suvdfuf  and  ivepr/eia  (see  vol.  i.  p. 
313)  was  for  centuries  regarded  as  a luminous  guide. 

§ 53.  An  infirmity  closely  connected  with  the  foregoing,  is 
forgetfulness  of  the  necessity  we  are  under  of  dislocating  the 
order  of  Natiue,  by  Analysis  and  Abstraction ; which  artifice, 
since  it  leads  to  discovery,  may  be  copiously  used  on  condi- 
tion of  our  remembering  that  it  is  an  artifice,  and  that  the 
order  we  have  dislocated  must  be  finally  restored,  if  the  order 
in  Thought  is  to  corresjKiud  with  the  order  in  Things. 

Science  is  distinguished  from  Common  Knowledge  by  its 
wider  reach  and  more  systematic  structure,  and  also  by  its 
conscious  employment  of  artifices  which  our  mfirniity  renders 
indispensable,  and  which  the  unscientific  mind  employs  un- 
consciously. Abstraction  is  one  of  the  necessary  artifices  of 
research  ; and  the  man  of  science  is  conscious  of  what  he  is 
doing  when  ho  abstracts  certain  phenomena  from  the  mass 
presented  to  him,  and  proceeds  to  deal  with  those  abstrac- 
tions as  if  they  were  the  whole  reality.  Ordinary  men  do  the 
same,  but  are  unconscious  of  doing  it. 


* Nirto  Skhhaxo  worth  citing  on  thie  question  of  potentiality : * puo«,  la 
fuerza  potencial  uiia  fuur/Ji  quo  no  es  Uil  fuerza,  pero  quo  puedo  serlo;  te  la 
po^nnlitlad  sobrepu(«itA  pur  lu  itileligencia  a todo  ortlen  doterminado.  Mas  ia 
pofftbilidad  nocs  absoluta,  no  es  una  indifortucia  complfta  respt'oto  del  pomnir: 
csta  indiferencia  se  halla  limitada  por  los  bechos,  por  laH  fucr/.as  actuiilet<,  {>nr  laa 
quo  aparccen  en  la  totaliUad  proseatc,  como  prcscntes  6 como  paaadiw*,  y senipjanto 
limltacion  constituyc^  una  probabilidod,  quo  dotermina  do  olguu  modu  la  potoacia.' 
Boi  Uijo  dc  la  Ciencia  VuTientCt  p.  269. 
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Wliy  must  we  make  this  preliminary  abstraction — why 
deviate  thus  from  the  actual  facts,  in  order  to  \mderstand  the 
facts  we  falsify  ? The  answer  is  simple.  Unless  some  such 
simplification  be  made,  all  search  will  be  hopelessly  baffled 
by  the  complexity  of  phenomena.  The  parrots  of  Bacon 
chatter  about  Observation ; but  Observation  of  cases,  liow- 
ever  patient  and  prolonged,  will  never  suffice  to  disclose  the 
Laws  which  are  enveloped  in  the  cases,  and  which  form  the 
real  aim  of  Science.  And  what  are  Laws  ? They  are  the 
coimtaHts  in  phenomena,  and  can  only  be  separated  from  the 
perturbationg,  due  to  other  Laws,  by  a process  of  abstraction 
which  sets  aside  all  the  variable  accidents  and  individual 
peculiarities  accompanying  and  determining  each  special 
case.  Let  us  have  Observation,  by  all  means  ; but  of  what  ? 
Of  ore  and  dross  together  ? or  of  ore  and  dross  separated  ? 
The  constants  foimd  in  every  case  must  bo  separated  from 
the  variables  found  in  varpng  cases.  The  mineralogist 
separates  the  ore  from  the  dross;  and  the  philosopher 
separates  the  constants  from  the  variables.  Even  the  Laws 
of  Motion  and  Gravitation,  universal  as  they  are,  could  never 
have  been  discovered  by  observ'ation  of  cases  of  motion  and 
gravity ; a preliminary  abstraction  eliminated  all  considera- 
tion of  the  variable  resistances.  The  Laws  of  chemical 
affinity  could  never  have  been  disclosed  to  Obsen-ation, 
except  by  a preliminary  Analysis,  which  tore  one  element 
away  from  another,  and  studied  each  separately. 

Every  one  knows,  that  imless  Kepler  and  Newton  had  boldly 
disregarded  all  consideration  of  planetary  perturbations, 
which  were  nevertheless  essential  facts  in  planetary  move- 
ments, they  would  have  been  unable  to  detect  the  planetary 
Laws.  But  this  preliminary  falsification  was  rectified  by 
their  successors,  who  deduced  the  perturbations  from  second- 
ary gravitations.  It  is  this  twofold  process  which  I propose 
to  erect  into  a logical  canon  applicable  in  aU  inductive  in- 
quiry,* the  Canon  of  Restitution  : — 

• Compare  ArousTs  C«>mtb:  SynthMf  Subjectivf,  p.  604.  Some  time  after  thii 
Ciiuon  with  ita  illualratioDS  bad  appeared  iu  the  litvitw,  1 found  this 


Digitized  by  Googic 


SOME  INFIRMITIES  OF  ITIOUGIIT. 


XCl 


§ 54.  Every  investigation  requires  for  its  eompletion 
that  Analysis  be  succeeded  by  Synthesis,  i.e.,  the 
preliminary  abstractions  be  succeeded  by  a restora- 
tion of  the  rejected  elements,  so  that  the  synthesis 
be  made  to  correspond  with  reality. 

In  establishing  the  Laws  of  Mechanics  philosophers  falsify 
the  facts  to  the  extent  of  assuming  that  the  lines  of  direc- 
tion are  undisturbed,  and  that  the  materials  are  perfect.  In 
reality,  this  is  never  so ; and  the  practical  mechanic  has 
to  rectify  the  rational  Law  by  the  restitution  of  the  discarded 
elements.  His  action  is  synthetical,  and  his  calculations 
must  be  so  likewise.  At  peril  of  ignoble  failure,  he  has  to 
ascertain  what  are  the  actual  lines  of  direction,  as  determined 
by  the  rational  Law  and  the  perturbing  resistances ; he  has 
also  to  ascertain  to  what  extent  the  materials  are  uniform. 

§ 55.  Two  illustrations  will  suffice  to  exhibit  the  neglect 
of  this  canon.  The  undulatory  theory,  of  light  and  heat,  is 
justly  regarded  among  the  triumphs  of  modem  science.  It 
starts  from  oscillating  atoms  having  no  dimensions— more 
mathematical  points.  This  is  a bold  disregard  of  concrete 
observation ; points  without  form  or  size  are  abstractions  so 
entirely  removed  from  reality  as  to  be  unimaginable.  Never- 
theless, Analysis  occupied  solely  with  oscillations,  and  dis- 
carding the  oscillating  atoms,  as  if  they  were  not  elements 
of  the  synthesis,  has  furnished  Laws  of  vibration  that  explain 
many  of  the  most  remarkable  phenomena  of  light  and  heat, 
e.g.,  polarization,  refraction,  interference.  This  success 


in  Comtk’s  Politique  Pneitive^  toL  i.  p.  426  : * Los  ^vt^ncments  no  pouvant 
s'etudior  quo  flans  dos  intros,  il  faut  barter  les  circonstances  propres  k cliaquo  cas 
pour  y saisir  la  loi  commune.  C’est  ainei,  par  exemple,  que  nous  ignororions 
encore  los  lois  dynamiquesde  la  pesanteur  si  nous  n’avions  pus  fait  d’abord  abstrac- 
tion do  la  resistance  et  do  l’af;itation  des  milieux.  Memo,  envers  loa  moindrea 
phenoraenes  nous  sommes  done  obliges  do  di^mposcr  pour  abstraire  avant  do 
pouvoir  obtenip  cette  pcfluction  do  la  varieti  ^ la  constanco  quo  poursuivont 
toujours  DOS  saincs  mMitations.  Orces  simplifications  prealablcs  sans  lesquolles 
la  vraio  ncionco  nVxisfcrait  jamais  exigent  partout  des  restitutionscorrespondantes 
quand  il  s'ngit  do  pri^visions  r^olles.'  Although  1 bad  not  marked  the  passage 
previously,  nor  realised  its  full  significance,  it  is  highly  probable  that  I was 
unconsciously  guided  by  it  in  the  construction  of  the  canon. 
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justifies  the  falsification.  But  inasmuch  as  the  theory  fails 
to  account  for  other  important  phenomena,  the  Canon  of 
Restitution  sugf'csta  that  the  failure  may  lie  in  this  falsifica- 
tion, and  that  the  outlying  elements  may  furnish  a solution 
of  the  unexplained  difficulties.  If  the  atoms  exist  at  all,  it 
is  unthinkable  that  they  should  not  have  certain  geometric 
properties,  and  these  geometric  properties  entiiil  dynamic 
properties.  If  they  have  Form,  they  must  have  a corre- 
sponding Movement.  As  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  them 
unextended,  as  they  must  have  size  and  form,  they  must 
have  the  motions  deducible  therefrom.  But  those  facts  have 
hitherto  been  disregarded.  Let  them  be  restored,  and  lot 
mathematical  analysis  be  directed  to  the  problem  under  this 
new  aspect.  Tlie  movement  of  the  wave,  i.e.,  the  movement 
of  translation,  has  been  sufficiently  analysed ; now  let  the 
movement  of  the  atom,  i.e.,  the  movement  of  rotation,  ac- 
cording to  Poinsot’s  immortal  principles,  be  investigated. 
In  the  mechanics  of  translation  the  form  of  a body  is  in- 
diflerent,  but  in  the  mechanics  of  rotation  the  form  is  every- 
thing. If  the  investigation  in  this  direction  failod  to  clear 
up  the  present  difficulties,  it  would  at  least  have  this  result, 
that  it  would  prove  the  rotation  of  the  atoms  to  be  legiti- 
mately disregarded  in  the  theory  of  Light  and  Heat,  because 
not  sensible  factors  in  the  result. 

^ 66.  The  second  illustration  of  our  Canon  shall  be  the 
question  of  the  Origin  of  Sjxicies. 

Are  Species  variable  or  invariable  ? This  question  re- 
sembles that  of  planetary  perturbation.  The  abstract  Law 
of  Reproduction — that  Like  produces  Like — is  unassailable 
as  a Rational  Law ; and  it  points  to  the  fixity  of  Sj^eeies  .os 
a fundamental  truth.  But  the  Law  is  Rational,  not  Natural. 
It  abstracts  the  Organism  from  the  Medium — one  factor 
from  its  co-efficient— and  thus  violates  the  sj-nthesis  of 
Nature,  which  never  yet  presented  an  Organism  indei>endent 
of  the  Medium  in  which  it  lived.  And  there  is  matter  for 
meditation  in  the  fact,  that  only  in  modem  Biology  has  the 
necessary  reaction  of  the  Medium  been  steadily  conceived  as 
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one  of  the  necessary  elements  of  every  biological  problem  ; 
formerly  the  Organism  was  always  conceived  as  if  it  were  no 
less  independent  really  than  it  was  ideally. 

The  restitution  of  the  discarded  elements,  namely,  the  re- 
action of  the  Medium  and  the  Struggle  for  Existence,  which 
act  as  jHjrturbations  of  the  biological  Law,  bring  forward  this 
I)roblem : What  is  the  sweep  of  the  perturbations  ? Can 
these  perturbations  be  assigned  to  some  secondary  biological 
Law  (the  reaction  of  the  Medium),  and  can  they,  by  accumu- 
lation, determine  a change  in  the  primary  Law? 

At  present  we  have  two  groups  of  thinkers,  each  relying 
on  a group  of  indisputable  facts : one  proves  the  constancy 
of  forms,  and  another  proves  the  variability  of  forms.  The 
complete  theory  must  include  and  reconcile  both  groups. 
For  this  it  is  necessary  that  a rational  Biologj*  should  elabo- 
rate a theory  of  the  Organism,  and  a theory  of  the  Medium  ; 
then  the  Law  of  Reproduction  being  completed  by  the  resti- 
tution of  the  Pertru-bations,  also  reduced  to  Law,  we  shall 
have  a possible  synthesis  explaining  all  the  cases. 

§ 57.  The  Canon  just  exhibited  is  needful  as  a corrector 
of  our  natural  iulirmity,  which  first  makes  the  separation 
necessary,  and  then  forgets  that  the  restitution  is  no  less  so. 
The  anthro2)omorphic  infirmity,  which  suffuses  Objects  with 
our  Feelings,  making  Cause  inseparably  associated  with 
Eflbrt,  and  Attraction  with  Desire,  is  too  well  known  to  need 
more  than  a jiiissing  mention  here.  It  is  a fertile  source  of 
metaphysical  si>cculation. 

Another  is  the  strange  assumption,  that  because  knowledge 
is  the  bringing  of  the  Unknown  under  the  categories  of  the 
Known  (for  only  thus  can  the  Unknown  be  thinkable  at  all), 
therefore  we  can  discover  the  further  relations  of  this  Un- 
niown.  For  instance,  Kant,  in  the  preface  to  the  second 
edition  of  the  Kritik,  says  that  WiU,  the  phenomenon,  is 
not  free,  because  it  is  subject  to  the  laws  of  phenomena  ; but 
WiU,  the  thing  in  itself,  may  be  thought  as  free,  because  no 
longer  subject  to  the  laws  of  j)henomena.  Now  he  admits 
that  things  in  themselves  are  beyond  knowledge.  If  wc 
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cannot  know  the  Din^e  an  gich,  how  can  we  predicate  any- 
thing of  them  ? In  his  Prolegomma  he  has  this  illustration 
of  analogy : ‘ I can  never  do  anything  to  another  without 
thereby  giving  him  the  right  to  do  the  same  under  similar 
conditions ; just  as  no  body  can  act  on  another  without 
thereby  causing  an  equal  reaction  on  itself.  Here  Eight  and 
Force  are  two  entirely  different  things,  but  there  is  a com- 
plete resemblance  in  their  relations.  By  means  of  such 
analysis  I can  consequently  attain  conceptions  of  the  rela- 
tions of  things,  which  things  are  absolutely  unkno\vn  to 
me.’*  If  the  things  were  absolutely  unknown,  how  could 
the  relations,  upon  which  the  analogy  is  founded,  be  known  ? 

The  fact  is,  men  are  constantly  affirming  certain  existences 
to  be  Unknown  and  Unknowable,  yet  in  the  same  breath 
affirming  relations  of  them  which  presuppose  knowledge. 
They  will  admit  that  Matter,  as  Ding  an  gich,  is  absolutely 
and  necessarily  extruded  from  the  sphere  of  possible  know- 
ledge ; yet  they  wiU  proceed  to  argue  that  it  must,  or  must 
not,  be  constituted  of  discrete  atoms,  that  these  atoms  are,  or 
are  not,  in  contact.  They  will  admit  that  it  is  impossible 
for  us  to  know  God,  otherwise  than  through  Revelation. 
Yet  they  have  not  the  slightest  misgiving  in  affirming  many 
things  of  God’s  nature,  interpreting  his  intentions,  without 
any  warrant  in  Revelation.  Thus  implying  that  they  know 
what  they  have  declared  unknowable. 

This  hst  of  infirmities  might  be  extended,  but  it  may  close 
here.  Others  will  meet  us  in  the  History. 

• Kant:  Prolegomaia  lujaier  kiiii/ligtn  Mdaphytik,  § 68.  Wcrke,  iii.  285. 
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V.  NECESSiVEY  TEUTUS. 

5 58.  The  great  question  wliich  has  been  debated  in  the 
schools  respecting  the  Origin  and  Limits  of  Knowledge,  bsis 
of  late  years  resolved  itself  very  much  into  a debate  respect- 
ing the  nature  of  Necessary  Truths.  The  philosophers  who 
hold  that,  over  and  above  the  results  of  Experience,  in  its 
widest  acceptation,  we  have  truths  of  a higher  authority  and 
a larger  reach,  springing  from  a nobler  source,  invoke,  as 
decisive  evidence  of  their  opinion,  the  existence  of  Necessary 
Truths,  which  cannot  (they  affirm)  be  the  results  of  Exj>e- 
rience. 

This  position  rests  upon  a radical  misconception  of  Ex- 
perience, and  a psychological  misconception  of  the  nature  of 
Necessary  Truths ; both  of  these  mistakes  it  will  be  impor- 
tant to  clear  away.  We  may  admit  at  the  outset,  that  the 
mind  is  in  possession  of  many  ideas  which  could  never  have 
been  directly  given  in  Experience,  if  Experience  be  restricted 
to  Sense.  The  restriction,  however,  is  unwarranted.  Ratio- 
cination is  as  much  an  organic  function  as  Sensation.  Just 
as  the  base  line  gives  the  indirect,  yet  certain,  measure  of 
the  inaccessible  line  of  the  triangle,  so  from  the  data  of  Ex- 
jHjrience  may  we  measure  consequences  which  are  not  di- 
rectly accessible.  But  the  analogy  must  not  be  perverted  : 
the  base  line  only  gives  us  the  directly  inaccessible  line,  it 
does  not  give  other  lines  ; the  data  of  Experience  only  give 
the  directly  inaccessible  consequences  of  the  data,  not  the 
consequences  of  other  dabi ; and  it  is  owing  to  an  imperfect 
appreciation  of  such  limits  in  the  deduction  of  the  tinknown 
from  the  known,  that  the  doctrine  of  Necessary  Truths,  in- 
dependent of  Experience,  has  attained  currency. 

TOL.  I.  f 


Digitized  by  Google 


XCVl 


NECESSARY  TRUTHS. 


§ 59.  AMiat  is  Experience  ? It  is  the  sum  of  the  actions 
of  Objects  on  Consciousness ; or — to  ^Yord  it  differently — the 
sum  of  the  modifications  which  arise  from  the  relations  of 
the  Sensitive  Organism  and  its  environment.  Li  this  sum 
are  included — 1st,  The  direct  affections  of  Consciousness  in 
its  relations  to  the  outer  world ; 2nd,  The  results  of  those 
affections  through  the  action  of  Consciousness  in  combining, 
classitying,  and  transforming  the  materials  furnished  by 
Sense.  Thus  Exi)eriencc,  in  its  widest  acceptation,  is  the  pro- 
duct of  two  factors  : Sensation  and  Laws  of  Consciousness. 

So  far  all  thinkers  ai-e  agreed.  The  point  of  separation 
is  this : Are  the  Laws  of  Consciousness  evolved  out  of  the 
relations  of  the  Sensitive  Organism  and  its  environment ; or 
are  they  pre-existent,  and  independent  of  any  such  relations  ? 
When  the  empirical  school  declares  its  acceptance  of  the 
former  alternative  it  seems  to  proclaim  an  absurdity — Exjie- 
rience  being  a product  of  Sensations  and  Laws,  is  said  to 
produce  the  Laws  of  which  it  is  the  product.  But  this  ver- 
bal contradiction  is  got  rid  of  when  we  distinguish  Expe- 
rience from  experiences.  Every  particular  modification  of 
Consciousness  is  a particular  exjierience.  Each  modification 
prepares  the  way  for  successors,  and  influences  them.  The 
Laws  are  evolved  through  these  successive  modifications,  and 
Ex{>erience  is  the  general  teiin  expressing  the  sum  of  these 
mo<lification8. 

But  are  the  Laws  evolved  ? The  Sensational  School  has 
greatly  obscured  this  question  by  the  unscientific  concejdion 
of  the  mind  as  a tabula  ram  upon  which  Tilings  inscribe 
their  characters — a mirror  passively  reflecting  the  images  of 
objects.  This  presupposes  that  Consciousness  is  absolved 
from  the  imiversal  law  of  action  and  reaction,  presupposes 
that  the  Organism  has  no  movements  of  its  own ; and  thus 
Psychology  is  separated  from  its  only  true  biological  ground. 
Tlie  « iniori  School  commits  the  opjiosite  mistake  of  con- 
ceiving Consciousness  as  a pure  spontaneity,  undetermined 
by  the  conditions  of  the  Organism  and  its  environment ; a 
spontaneity  which  bruigs  Laws,  not  evolved  from  relations. 
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and  organised  as  results,  but  derived  from  a supra-imuidauc, 
supra-vital  source. 

§ 60.  We  cannot  take  a step  unless  we  admit  that  Con- 
sciousness is  an  active  reagent,  even  in  its  first  stage  of 
evolution.  Sensibility  is  not  passive,  cannot  be  conceived 
otherwise  than  as  an  excitation.  Nor  is  this  all.  Biology 
teaches  tluat  the  Sensitive  Organism  inherits  certain  apti- 
tudes, as  it  inherits  the  structure,  of  its  progenitors ; so 
that  the  individual  may  be  said  to  resume  the  Experience  of 
the  race.  Faculties  grow  up  in  the  development  of  the  nwe. 
Forms  of  Thought,  which  are  essential  parts  of  the  meclai- 
uism  of  Experience,  are  evolved,  just  like  the  Forms  of  other 
vital  processes.  In  fact,  as  Function  is  only  the  Form  of 
activity  of  an  Organ,  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  Organ  is 
evolved,  the  Function  is  evolved,  and  with  it  the  Laws  of 
its  action. 

The  a priori  School  denies  this,  not  indeed  explicitly,  but 
with  energetic  implication.  It  does  not  boldly  afiirm  that 
Function  can  exist  without  an  Organ ; but  it  denies  that 
Consciousness  is  a Function.  Hence  it  has  no  difficulty  in 
maintaining  that  the  Mind  of  an  infant  is  full-fonned  at 
birth,  equipjied  with  aU  its  faculties,  though  without  those 
materials  of  Thought  which  will  afterwards  be  furnished  in 
Exijorience.  How  can  this  be?  Tlie  Aristotelian  refuge  of 
potential  aristenee  (§  .52)  is  ready  for  the  escape  of  the  meta- 
physician pursued  by  Fact.  To  us,  who  decline  that  refuge, 
the  assertion  that  the  Mind  is  full-formed  at  birth  is  as 
rational  as  the  a.ssertion  that  the  infant  is  bom  a full-formed 
man,  equipped  with  all  his  faculties  of  locomotion,  8j)eech, 
reproduction,  &c.  The  infant  may  become  a man,  but  is  an 
infant,  and  his  mind  is  undeveloped ; if  the  spiritual  expe- 
riences of  the  infant  were  suddenly  arrested,  does  any  one 
suppose  that  we  should  find  in  them  those  Fundamental 
Tmths  and  Fonns  of  Tliought  which  Psychlogists  declare 
to  be  the  native  dowry  of  the  mind  'P*  I do  not  know  that 
any  one  friuikly  allimis  tliis ; but  I know  that  the  a priori 

• Compare  the  striking  possjigu  in  IIassej-’s  Metaphyskf,  p.  43. 
f 2 
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School  implies  it,  in  maintainin''  that  wc  have  within  us 
a source  of  knowledge  which  is  not  evolved  in  Experience. 

§ (il,  Kant  is  the  most  potent  philosopher  of  this  school, 
and  although  in  my  criticism  of  the  KHtik  I have  had  to  consi- 
der his  position,  I cannot  pass  it  by  here  without  challenge ; 
referring  the  reader  therefore  to  what  is  said,  vol.  ii.,  p.  400 
and  pp.  475  scj.,  I will  here  notice  only  such  points  as  the 
argument  needs. 

Kant  says,  ‘ There  are  two  branches  of  knowledge  : Sensi- 
bility and  Understanding — which  possibly  spring  from  a 
common  but  unknown  root.  Through  the  one  objects  are 
given,  through  the  other  they  are  thought.’  * . E.xcept  for  the 
reservation  in  the  word  ‘ possibly,’  this  is  unimpeachable ; 
but  the  reservation  was  dictated  by  his  exaggerated  view  of 
the  part  played  by  the  Subject  in  the  construction  of  know- 
ledge. He  made  an  entity  out  of  a relation.  He  thought 
the  subjective  element  could  be  separated  from  the  objective ; 
and,  thus  separated,  it  would  reveal  itself  as  independent 
of  and  antecedent  to  Experience,  constituting  indeed  the 
very  conditions  of  Experience.  I have  shown  this  to  be  a 
fallacy.  ‘ Tlie  understanding,’  he  says,  ‘ docs  not  draw  its 
laws  {a  priori)  from  Nature,  but  prescribes  them  to  Natime — 
schreiht  eie  dieser  vor.’  f 

§ 62.  The  error  arises  from  a false  point  of  view,  which 
mistakes  Anatomy  for  Morphology  and  Logie  for  Psychologj'. 
Accepting  the  human  understanding  in  its  developed  fonns, 
he  presents  us  with  these  comtituent  forms  as  if  they  were 
initial  conditions  ; the  results  which  are  developed  through 
successive  experiences  are  presented  as  the  jirimary  condi- 
tions of  Experience : the  generalizations  are  made  antecedent 
to  the  particulars  from  which  they  are  drawn.  We  are  told 
that  these  Forms  are  implied  in  the  particular  experiences. 
Granted : if  they  were  not  implied  they  could  not  have  been 
elicited.  Logic  is  justified  in  disregarding  the  process  of 

* KritiJe.  Einleitnng:  sub  fiiiom. 

t Prolegomena  zu  jodet  kUnftigen  Metaphysik^  ii.  § 30.  Compare  bIko  hia 
Anihropologk,  i.  § 0. 
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evolution,  content  with  the  result ; for  Loyic  has  to  exhibit 
the  Forms  of  Thought,  not  their  origin.  Li  like  nianner 
Anatomy  has  to  do  with  the  organs  of  the  body,  not  with 
their  genesis,  which  belongs  to  another  branch  of  the  science. 
Morphology.  Now  the  question  of  Experience  is  a question 
of  origin  ; and  Psychology  reveals  that  Experience  is  the 
self-woven  garment  of  Thought  in  which  every  thread  is  an 
ex]K‘rience.  To  assert  that  u priori  principles  or  Forms  of 
Thought  render  Experience  possible,  is  to  assert  either  that 
these  Forms  exist  before  Thought  itself  exists,  or  else  it  is 
to,  confound  the  general  with  the  particulars.  Let  us  see  this 
in  an  analogy. 

§ GO.  The  vertebrate  tj-pe  is  by  some  a priori  thinkers  held 
to  be  the  necessary  Form  which  renders  the  vertebrate  animal 
possible.  Anatomically  this  is  acceptable.  But  what  says 
Morj)hology  ? Does  it  disclose  the  existence  of  a Type  ante- 
rior to  the  existence  of  the  animal  ? or  does  it  not  disclose 
the  emergence  of  the  typical  Form  in  the  successive  phases 
of  the  animal’s  development?  Obviously  the  idea  of  pre- 
cxistences  is  a figment,  a mere  varepov  irporepov  (§  50). 

Again : a frog  breathes  by  means  of  lungs.  The  lungs 
once  developed  and  brought  into  action  become  a necessary- 
condition  of  possible  breathing.  Ever  afterwards  the  frog’s 
existence  is  determined  by  this  condition.  But  if  we  take 
the  frog  in  its  early  stages,  we  find  it  breathing  by  means  of 
gills,  the  lungs  not  having  yet  come  into  play.  At  this  period 
it  is  not  a lung-breathing  animal ; the  necessary  condition  is 
somewhat  different.  In  the  course  of  development  the  fore- 
legs begin  to  press  uiwn  the  arteries  which  supply  the  gills, 
and  the  consequence  of  this  pressure  is  the  gradual  disappear- 
ance of  the  gills.  Meanwhile  the  lungs  pass  from  their 
rudimentary  inactive  state  into  an  active  state,  and  the  dis- 
appearing gills  are  replaced  by  the  emerging  lungs.  It  is 
thus  also  with  the  development  of  Mind : the  necessary  con- 
ditions which  render  experiences  possible  in  the  early  stages 
are  not  the  same  in  the  later  stages.  Mind  is  a succe.ssive 
evolution  from  exf>criences,  and  its  laws  are  the  action  of 
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results.  The  Forms  of  Thought  are  developed  just  as  the 
Forms  of  an  Organi.sm  are  developed.  Tlie  infant  Newton  is 
no  more  the  author  of  the  Principia,  than  the  egg  is  the 
game-cock. 

Indeed,  this  notion  of  a priori  Forms,  connate  if  not  innate, 
i.s  a violation  of  the  ground-principle  of  Biology,  and  conse- 
fjiiently,  us  all  but  metiiphysieians  must  admit,  of  Psychologj'. 
If  there  is  one  lesson  taught  us  everywhere  in  Biology,  it  is 
that  nothing  which  is  definitive  is  primitive — no  form  charac- 
teristic of  the  developed  state  is  to  be  found  in  the  germinal 
state.  Therefore,  unless  we  maintain  that  Mind  is,  oh  initio, 
adult,  as  to  its  powers  if  not  as  to  its  Knowledge, — that  it 
does  not  develop  but  only  appears, — wo  must  admit  that  with 
Mind,  us  with  Bisly,  there  is  not  preformation  or  pre-existence, 
but  evolution  and  cpigeuosis. 

§ 01.  AVTiat  is  it  prevents  some  men  from  accepting  this 
alternative  ? It  is  that  thej’  discover  in  the  adult  mind  prin- 
ciples which  cannot,  they  atfirm,  bo  evolved  from  Exp>erience. 
Necessity  and  universality  jioint  to  an  d priori  source.  Neces- 
sity is  not  given  in  any  particular  exjierience.  Universality 
is  not  given  in  any  number  of  experiences.  Ilence — (hero 
lies  the  fiillacy ! — ) they  are  not  empirical. 

We  affirm  that  they  belong  to  Experience,  are  products  of 
Experience,  and  of  Experience  only ; they  are  the  results  of 
that  movement  of  Thought  which  piasses  from  pjarticulars  to 
generals.  I shall  presently  show  that  they  are  necessities  of 
ThoTight  under  the  limitations  of  Experience.  Of  course  it 
is  requisite  to  avoid  the  common  confusions  on  this  subject, 
and  not  restrict  E-xpierience  to  Sense,  as  many  unwarrantably 
restrict  it.  Thus  Dr.  Thomas  Brown  repieats  the  false  state- 
ment commonly  accepited  as  an  axiom,  that  ‘ Experience 
teaches  us  the  past  only,  not  the  future.’  Is  this  so  ? Is  it 
not  the  fact,  that  although  experiences  are  only  i>ast  modifi- 
cations of  Consciousness,  they  have  a forward  juojection,  and 
hence  Experience  teaches — whether  correctly  or  falsely — the 
future  irresistibly?  Expectation  is  surely  a product  of  expe- 
riences. Association  is  experience.  When  a dog,  having 
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onco  exporienced  the  pain  produced  by  a stick  falliii"  swiftly 
on  bis  ribs,  a^in  sees  me  about  to  strike  him,  is  there  any- 
tliing  over  and  above  bis  modified  consciousness  (Experience) 
which  causes  him  to  foresee  pain  to  himself  iii  that  prelimi- 
nary? The  metaphj'sician  wants  an  occult  something  to 
give  this  simple  case  the  requisite  obscurity.  ‘It  is  not 
to  exj>erience  alone,’  he  says,  ‘ that  wo  must  have  rocotmse 
for  the  origin  of  our  belief  that  the  future  will  resemble  the 
2)iist,  but  to  some  other  prhicii>le  which  converts  the  simple 
facts  of  exjierience  into  a general  expectation  or  confnlence.’* 
This  is  easily  Said,  but  Brown  is  forced  to  add : ‘ This  j)rin- 
ciple,  since  it  cannot  be  derived  from  Exjjorience  itself,  which 
relates  only  to  the  past,  must  be  . . .an  original  2>rinciple  of 
our  nature.’  A very  tj-pieal  example  of  metaphysical  logic ! If 
the  ‘original  princij)le  ’ mean  something  bom  with  us,  rcmly 
to  receive  our  experiences  as  in  a mould,  I aftinn  this  to  bo 
the  v<rrspov  irpoTspov  fallacy.  If  it  mcau  no  more  than  that 
our  p.sychical  nature  is  such  as  to  grouj)  ftigether  phenomena 
experituiciHi  together,  so  that  when  once  the  stick  has  been 
cou^ded  with  pain,  the  two  ideas  are  associated,  then  indeed 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  phrase,  except  its  mysterious- 
ness. t 

§ 6.5.  Having  thus  defined  and  exj)lained  what  is  the  sense 
in  which  Experience  is  legitimately  held,  we  may  address 
ourselves  to  the  question  of  Necessary  Truths,  arid  see 
whether  they  point  to  a source  of  knowledge  wliieh  is  siqte- 
rior  to,  or  at  least  indeijendent  of.  Experience. 

It  may  be  convenient  to  use  the  tenu  cmjjirical,  as  opposed 
to  « priori,  to  designate  wliat  is  contingent,  as  ojiposed  to 
what  is  necessary.  But  Kant  himself  saw  that  the  distinction 
is  only  verbal,  and  in  the  ojiening  section  of  the  Kritik  says : 
‘We  are  wont  to  call  many  conclusions,  which  have  their 

♦ Bnowx:  Lectures  on  the  Philosophy  of  the  Mind,  vi. 

t * If  we  think  in  rciations,  and  if  relations  have  certam  universal  forms,  it  is 
manifest  that  such  univcrwal  forra.n  of  relations  will  lMMX)nio  universal  forms  of  our 
consciousness.  And  if  those  further  universal  fonns  nro  thus  explicable,  it  is 
Miperfluous,  and  therefore  unphilosophieul,  to  assign  tht  ni  on  independent  origin.* 
Si'ENCKu : First  Principles,  p.  2211. 
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source  in  experience,  <i  priori,  siini)ly  because  they  are  not 
drawn  immediately  from  experience,  but  from  a general  rule, 
which  was,  nevertheless,  drawn  from  experience.  Thus  we 
say  of  a man  who  undermined  his  house:  He  might  have 
known  a priori  that  the  house  would  fall  in,  i.e.,  he  need  not 
have  waited  for  the  experience  of  its  actual  fall.  Yet  purely 
It  priori,  this  could  not  have  been  known,  for  he  must  have 
learnt  through  experience  that  bodies  are  heavy,  and  fall 
when  their  supports  are  removed.’  Nevertheless,  although 
Kant  saw  this  he  still  believed  in  the  existence  of  a jiriori 
princiides,  which  are  demonstrably  not  less  empirical.  What 
misled  him  w.as,  I think,  the  confusion  between  contingent 
Knowledge  and  contingent  Truth.  He  declared  Experience 
to  be  empirical  and  contingent,  because  our  experiences 
could  never  be  necessary  and  universal ; whereas  universal 
and  necessary  Truths  were  a priori,  because  they  could  not 
be  given  in  particulars,  and  hence  were  anterior  to  all  Expe- 
rience. That  they  might  be  posterior  to  {i.e.,  evolved  from) 
Experience,  was  an  alternative  he  omitted  to  consider. 

With  these  preliminary  explanations,  let  us  now  examine 
how  far  the  Necessary  Truths  are,  or  are  not,  capable  of  re- 
duction to  Experience. 

§ 66.  It  appears  to  me,  that  all  writers  on  this  subject  have 
failed  to  see  a distinction  which  is  so  obvious  when  pointed 
out,  that  the  neglect  of  it  seems  inexplicable  : the  distinction 
is  between  the  (objective)  fact  and  our  (subjective)  knowledge 
of  the  fact.  We  speak  of  sound  sometimes  meaning  the 
undulation  of  the  air  without  us,  and  sometimes  meaning 
the  sensation  excited  within  us  by  that  undulation  pulsating 
on  our  tympanum.  By  a similar  laxity,  we  speak  of  a 
Truth  sometimes  as  the  relations  of  an  external  fact,  and 
sometimes  as  the  conception  we  have  formed  of  the  fact. 
Now  in  the  Truths  classified  as  Contingent,  the  contingency 
is  never  applicable  to  the  relations  themselves,  but  solely 
to  our  conceptions  of  them.  That  72  and  140  added  to- 
gether will  make  212  is  a truth  which,  objectively,  has  no 
contingency  whatever;  but  there  is  a subjective  contin- 
gency in  this  as  in  all  other  unverified  propositions,  namely, 
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the  eoutingency  of  our  mi.scalculatiiig — misconcei\4ng  tlio 
objective  relations.  That  ‘ a btxly  moving  under  certain  con- 
ditions as  if  attracted  by  a force  varying  inversely  as  the 
square  of  the  distance  will  describe  an  ellipse  having  the 
centre  of  attraction  in  one  of  the  foci,’  is  a proposition  which, 
(Wtre  demomtraied,  has  no  contingency,  although  we  may 
easily  iniscouceive  the  relations  it  expresses ; and  that  ‘ the 
earth  is  a body  acted  on  by  such  a force  under  such  con- 
ditions,’ is  likewise  a proposition  which  is  contingent  until 
verified,  and  is  necessary  when  verified.  Assuming  that  there 
is  an  external  world,  its  order  must  bo  necessary,  i.e.,  the  re- 
lations must  be  what  they  are ; the  contingency  can  only  lie 
in  the  correctness  or  incorrectness  of  our  api)reciation  of 
those  relations.  Hence,  instead  of  confusedly  speaking  of 
Necessary  and  Contingent  Truths,  it  will  be  less  ambiguous 
to  speak  of  Verified  and  Unverified  Propositions.  AU  truths 
are  true,  but  all  propositions  do  not  correctly  express  tlu! 
external  relations,  and  the  question  arises,  which  propositions 
are  to  be  accci)tcd  as  correctly  expressing  the  relations  ? Ob- 
viously those  only  which  have  been  verified  by  the  equivalence 
of  the  inteiTial  and  the  external  order,  or  the  reduction  to 
A==  A. 

Several  persons  seated  at  a table  are  startled  by  shrill 
sounds,  which  they  one  and  all  infer  to  be  the  shrieks  of  a 
child  in  pain  or  terror.  The  fact  that  they  hear  the  sounds 
is  indisputable,  and  the  expression  of  this  fact  is  a truth  as 
‘ necessary,’  as  that  ‘ two  parallel  lines  cannot  inclose  space.’ 
Nor  is  there  any  contingency  in  the  fact,  that  these  sounds 
are  produced  by  pulsations  of  the  air  on  their  tympanum. 
AVTiy  is  there  none  ? Simply  because  experience  has  found 
that  the  sensation  of  Sound  in  produced  in  this  way — the 
objective  relations  have  been  verified.  There  is,  however, 
some  conting(?ney  in  the  proposition, — ‘These  sounds  are 
caused  by  a child  in  terror  or  in  pain ; ’ not  that  there  is  the 
slightest  contingency  in  the  fact  itself.  On  proceeding  to 
the  spot,  the  child  is  found  to  be  struggling  with  an  animal, 
and  shrieking  as  it  struggles.  The  truth  of  the  proposition 
is  now  verified,  and  unless  scepticism  be  extended  so  far  as  to 
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doubt  whether  all  the  phenomena  arc  not  the  pageantry  of 
a dream,  we  may  aflinn  that  the  propo.sition  is  a necessary 
truth. 

It  may  surprise  the  reader  to  see  an  example  of  this  kind 
cited  as  a necessary  truth,  but  I have  selected  it  for  the  very 
pur2)0sc  of  my  argument,  which  is  to  iwove  that  the  question 
of  contingencj'  lies  solely  within  the  region  of  all  unverified 
2>ro2iositions.  All  verified  jiropositions  are  necessary  truths ; 
all  unverified  {jropositions  are  contingent.  This  is  a com- 
idete  reversal  of  the  position  maintained  bj'  metajdiysicians, 
for  they  affirm  that  necessary  truths  are  precisely  those 
j)ro2)ositions  which  cannot  be  verified  (i.e.,  exhibited  in  Expe- 
rience), and  that  aU  propositions  dependent  on  the  verifica- 
tion of  Exjierience  are  contingent. 

§ G7.  Let  us  now  take  another  step.  The  advocates  of 
Necessity,  as  an  indication  of  a source  of  knowledge  superior 
to  Experience,  are  guilty  of  a confusion  so  misleading  that  I 
am  surprised  at  neither  friend  nor  foe  having  jiointed  it  out. 
It  is  nothing  less  than  changing  one  of  the  terrm  of  the  propo- 
sition, and  then  concluding  as  if  the  terms  had  remained  un- 
altered. Thus  the  one  argument  incessantly  brought  forward 
is,  that  some  Truths  are  such  as  are  seen  to  be  not  only  true, 
but  necessarily  true ; whereas,  there  arc  other  truths  which, 
however  true  to-day,  are  contingent,  because  changes  may 
occiu"  to-morrow  which  will  reverse  them.  It  is  further 
added,  that  no  amount  of  cxi)erience,  no  number  of  examples, 
can  establish  necessity,  but  only  the  fact  of  generality,  and  a 
life-long  exjiericnce  of  uniformity  cannot  exclude  the  possi- 
bility of  a sudden  reversal.  All  that  Exp>erience  can  show  is, 
that  a certain  order  has  been  unifonnly  observed ; it  cannot 
show  that  what  has  always  been  must  always  be.*  Philo- 
soj)hers  have  acceiited  this  reasoning  as  if  it  were  irresistible ; 
every  one  uses  it  without  suspicion ; but  no  sooner  do  we  ex- 


* ‘Tocslos  exemplos  qm  confirmout  nno  p^nenvlc,  de  quciquo  Dombro 

qu*ibi  soiont,  ne  nuffisont  pas  fxjur  ctublir  la  D^'coasito  universollc  c«'lto  nu'inp 
vtritc:  oar  il  no  suit  pas  quo  co  qui  eat  arrive  urrivora  toujours  do  numo,* 
Leiiixitz  ; Nouve^ux  profaco. 
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amine  it  closely  than  we  find  it  rests  on  the  unconscious 
substitution  of  one  premiss  for  another.  To  say  that  ‘ what 
has  occurred  will  occur  a^ain,  will  occur  always,’  is  to 
say  that  ‘ mider  precisely  similar  conditions  precisely  similar 
results  will  issue.’  A is  A ; and  A is  A for  evermore.  But  h) 
say  that  ‘ what  has  occurred  may  probably  not  occur  again, 
will  not  occur  always,’  is  to  say  that  ‘ under  dissimilar  condi- 
tions the  results  will  not  ho  similar.’  This  proposition  is  as 
absolutely  true  as  the  former ; but  who  does  not  see  that  it  is 
a difl’erent  proposition  ? Wlien  we  declare  that  the  laws  of 
Nature  are  not  necessarj'  truths,  but  only  contingent  ti-uths, 
because  the  mind  readily  conceives  the  possibilit}'  of  their 
reversal,  readily  imagines  such  a change  in  the  external  con- 
ditions as  would  arrest  the  earth’s  motion,  and  with  it  all  the 
manifold  phenomena  now  resulting  from  that  motion,  what 
is  it  that  we  have  declared  ? It  is  that,  the  relations  of  phe- 
nomena being  altered,  our  conceptions  to  be  true  must  alter 
with  them.  It  is  that,  instead  of  the  proposition,  ‘ Such  j» 
the  order  of  Nature,  and  such  it  wtfl  be  go  long  as  it  is  umd- 
tercil,'  w'e  have  silently  substituted  this  proposition : ‘ Such 
is  now  the  order  of  Nature,  but  if  at  any  time  it  should  be  al- 
tered, it  will  be  different.’  The  only  necessity  is  that  a thing 
is  what  it  is  ; the  only  contingency  is,  that  we  may  be  mis- 
taken as  to  what  it  is.  The  law  of  gravitation,  or  the  ellip- 
tical orbits  of  the  planets,  may,  or  may  not,  be  truths  ; but  if 
they  are  truths,  they  are  necessary  truths.*  To  say  that  they 
are  ‘observed  facts,  nothing  more,’  is  all  that  is  requii-cd 
by  Necessity  ; and  when  we  add  that  there  is  no  proof  of  the 
coTTtinuance  of  the  obsers'ed  order,  we  either  deny  that  ‘ A is 
A,’  or  we  silently  change  the  proposition,  and  say  ‘ if  A be- 

* As  CoNDiLi*AC  puts  it : ' En  effet,  parcf'  qu*on  a vu  qu’on  niisonnc  mal  lorsque.d’un 
cas  particulii-r,  on  tiro  une  conclnsion  g^n^mlo  qui  ruafi-rme  d«‘S  ens  tous  diff^^rents, 
on  8C8t  hAte  do  rejotcr  toutia  Ics  demonstnitions,  ou  l*on  conclut  du  particuliur  au 
; oton  n’a  pan  remarqu^  qn’il  n’y  a point  do  d^faut  danJi  une  demonstration 
lorsquo  dans  une  conclnsion  genorale  on  ne  comprend  quo  dcs  cas  jwfaiteniont 
scmblablca  a cclui  qui  a d*nonc<^  divus  une  proposition  purticuli6ro  . . . une 

propriet<^  qui  constituo  uno  pn>portion  arithmetique  rst  done  une  propriete  qui  los 
constitue  toiites ; autremtnt  il  faudniit  hupposer  qu’il  y a dea  proportions  arithm<^» 
tiques  qui  ne  sont  p;\s  des  proportions  arithmetiques.*  des  Calcuh,  p.  113, 
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comes  B,  it  will  no  longer  l>o  A for,  if  the  conditions  con- 
tinue unchanged,  the  order  must  necessarily  continue  un- 
changed ; if  the  conditions  alter,  the  order  necessarily  alters 
with  them. 

§ 68.  The  answer  to  this  will  probably  he.  That  certain 
truths  have  such  a character  as  to  render  their  negation  in- 
conceivable, wo  alteration  being  conceivable  in  relations  so 
absolute : and  it  is  these  truths  that  involve  Necessity  and 
a priori  inspiration.  This  leads  me  to  the  only  distinction 
between  the  truths  of  the  two  orders,  namely,  that  in  those 
classified  as  Necessary',  the  relations  are  abstracted  from  all 
conditions,  and  considered  simply  in  themselves ; whereas  in 
those  classified  as  Contingent,  the  relations  are  mixed  with 
the  variable  conditions ; aud  it  is  in  this  variability  that  the 
contingency  lies.  When  we  say  ‘2x2  = 4,’  or  ‘ the  internal 
angles  of  a triangle  are  equal  to  two  right  angles,’  we  abstract 
the  relations  of  Number  aud  Form  from  all  other  conditions 
whatever,  aud  our  proj)Ositions  are  true,  whether  the  objects 
counted  and  measured  be  hot  or  cold,  large  or  small,  heavy 
or  light,  red  or  blue.  Inasmuch  as  the  truths  express  the 
abstract  relations  oidy,  no  change  in  the  other  conditions 
can  affect  these  relations ; and  truths  must  always  remain 
undisturbed  until  a change  take  place  in  their  terms.  Alter 
the  number  2,  or  the  figure  triangle,  by  an  infinitesimal 
degree,  and  the  truth  is  thereby  altered.  WTien  we  say  that 
bodies  expand  by  heat,  the  proposition  is  a concrete  one, 
including  the  variable  conditions,  but  although  these  variable 
conditions  prevent  omr  saj'ing  that  ‘ all  bodies  will,  under  all 
conditions,  be  always  and  for  evermore  expanded  by  heat,’ 
the  case  is  not  really  distinguished  from  the  former  one, 
since  both  the  Contingent  aud  the  Necessary  Truth  can  only 
be  altered  by  an  alteration  in  the  terms.  If  a body  which 
docs  not  expand  by  heat  (there  are  such)  be  brought  forward 
as  impugning  the  truth  of  our  proposition,  we  at  once  recog- 
nise that  this  body  is  under  different  conditions  from  those 
which  our  proposition  included.  This  is  the  introduction  of 
a new  truth,  not  a falsification  of  the  old.  Our  error,  if  we 
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eiTcd,  was  in  too  hastily  assuming  that  all  bodies  were  uixler 
the  same  conditions. 

Hence  the  correct  definition  of  a Contitigent  Truth  is  ‘ one 
which  generalUes  the  conditions  while  that  of  a Necessary 
Truth  is  ‘one  which  is  an  unconditioned  generalisation.''  Tlio 
first  aftirms  that  whatever  is  seen  to  be  true,  under  present 
conditions,  will  be  true  so  long  as  these  conditions  remain 
unaltered.  The  second  aflimis  that  whatever  is  true  now, 
being  a truth  irres[)ective  of  conditions,  cannot  suffer  any 
change  from  interfering  conditions,  and  must  therefore  be 
universally  true. 

‘ Tlie  belief  in  the  uniformity  of  nature  is  not  a necessary 
truth,  however  constantly  guaranteed  by  our  actual  experience. 
We  are  not  com2)elled  to  believe  that  because  A is  ascertained 
to  be  the  cause  of  B at  a particular  time,  whatever  may  be 
meant  by  that  relation,  A must  therefore  inevitably  be  the 
cause  of  B on  all  future  occasions.’*  Tliis  will  command  the 
assent  of  every  one  who  fails  to  perceive  the  silent  change  in 
the  terms  of  the  proposition.  Instead  of  saying  ‘ on  all  like 
occasions,’  which  would  give  necessity  to  the  proposition, 
Mr.  Mansel  renders  it  contingent  by.  saying,  ‘ on  all  future 
occasions,’  and  the  contingency  lies  in  this,  that  some  of  the 
future  occasions  may  bo  itHlike,  in  which  cases  a new  propo- 
sition replaces  the  old.  ‘ That  fire  will  ignite  paper  on  all 
occasions  when  the  two  may  be  brought  together,’  is  what  no 
one  but  a child  or  a savage  with  limited  experience  would 
assert ; but  that  fire  will  always  ignite  j>aper  on  all  future 
occasions  which  present  conditions  precisely  similar  to  those 
that  have  once  caused  the  ignition,  is  a truth  having  the 
character  of  necessity  and  universality  which  belongs  to  all 
identical  propositions,  and  to  those  only. 

§ 09.  It  will  now  be  an  easier  tsisk  to  criticise  the  argu- 
ments which  profess  to  show  that  necessity  and  univei'sality 
are  irresistible  marks  of  an  origin  superior  to  E.\2>erience. 
If  what  has  already  been  said  has  found  acceptance  with  the 
reader,  he  will  recognise  that  every  i)ropositiou  being  neees- 

* Manski.: 
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sarily  true,  if  it  is  true  at  all,  the  only  question  that  can 
iirise  is,  Is  the  proposition  true  ? The  only  answer  that  can 
decide  this,  is  one  which  reduces  it  to  an  identical  proposi- 
tion; and  as  this  reduction  is  the  processor  Verification, 
and  all  Verification  is  through  Experience,  the  conclusion 
inevitably  reached  is  one  directly  counter  to  the  a priori 
hjqiothesis. 

Two  positions  require  to  be  established.  First,  that  we 
gain  our  conceptions  of  Mathematical,  no  less  than  Physical, 
relations  through  Experience.  Secondly,  that  in  those  con- 
ceptions so  gained  are  involved  their  characters  of  univer- 
sality and  necessity. 

^ 70.  The  argument  could  not  indeed  be  conducted  if  we 
allowed  Ex2)crienco  to  be  restricted  to  Sensation  only,  as  the 
metaphysicians  unwarrantably  restrict  it.  Dr.  Whewell  finds 
no  dilliculty  in  showing  that  propositions  ‘obtained  by  mere 
observation  of  actual  facts  ’ cannot  be  necessarily  true ; for 
no  proposition  whatever  can  be  thus  obtained.  Ilis  defi- 
nition of  Experience  is,  ‘ the  impressions  of  sense  and  our 
consciousness  of  our  thoughts.’*  A far  more  accurate  and 
2)hUosophical  thinker  has  defined  its  wider  sense  to  be  ‘ co-ex- 
tensive  with  the  whole  of  consciousness,  including  all  of  which 
the  mind  is  conscious  as  agent  or  patient,  all  that  it  does 
from  within,  as  well  as  all  that  it  suffei-s  from  without;’  and 
he  truly  adds,  ‘ in  this  sense  the  laws  of  thought,  as  well  as 
the  2>henoniena  of  matter,  in  fact,  all  knowledge  whatever, 
may  be  said  to  be  derived  from  exj>erience.’f  The  reader,  not 
familiar  with  Kant’s,  or  Mr.  Mansel’s  sixsculations,  may,  per- 
hai)s,  marvel  that,  after  so  comprehensive  and  just  a defuiition 
of  EjQjerience,  Mr.  Mansel  escapes  the  conclusion  he  has 
himself  pointed  out  as  irresistible,  and  falls  back  into  the 
a priori  argument,  restricting  Experience  to  ‘ its  naiTower 
and  more  common  meaning,  as  limited  to  the  results  of  sensa- 
tion and  perception  only.’  The  exidanation  is,  that  l\Ir. 
Mansel  adopts  the  Kantiiui  conception  of  Forms  of  Thought, 

• Whewell:  Hitt,  of  Scientific  IJcas,  ISoS,  i.  131. 

+ Man.sel:  Proiyomctia  93. 
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as  conditions  of  Experience,  a conception  I have  attempted 
to  refute.  (Vol.  ii.  pp.  475  scp)  One  passage  is  all  that  need 
he  given : — 

‘ That  experience,’  says  Mr.  Mausel,  ‘ is  the  chronological 
antecedent  of  all  our  knowledge,  even  of  the  most  necessary 
truths,  is  now  generally  admitted.  But  a distinction  is  fre- 
quently dl•a^vn  between  truths  or  notions  of  which  experience 
Ls  the  source  and  those  of  which  it  is  only  the  occmion.  . . . 
Every  general  concept  is  in  one  sense  empirical ; for  every 
concept  must  be  formed  from  an  intuition,  and  every  intu- 
ition is  experienced.  But  there  are  some  intuitions  which, 
from  our  constitution  and  position  in  the  world,  we  cannot 
help  experiencing,  and  there  are  others  which,  according  to 
circumstances,  we  may  experience  or  not.  The  former  will 
give  rise  to  concepts  which,  without  any  great  impropriety 
of  language,  may  be  called  native  or  d priori-,  being  such  as 
thoufjh  not  coeval  with  the  mind  itself  [an  important  admission] 
will  certainly  be  formed  in  every  man  as  ho  grows  up,  and 
such  as  it  was  pre-ordained  that  every  man  should  have.  The 
latter  will  give  rise  to  concepts  which,  for  a like  reason,  may 
be  called  adventitious  or  d posteriori ; being  such  as  may  or 
may  not  be  formed  according  to  the  si>ecial  experience  of 
this  or  that  individual.’* 

Inasmuch  as  I throughout  interpret  Experience  according 
to  the  wider  definition  given  by  Mr.  Mansel,  and  only  difler 
from  him  in  regarding  the  Forms  of  Thought  a.s  ovoIvimI 
through  Experience,  both  in  the  race  and  the  individual, 
whereas  he  (confounding,  I think.  Anatomy  with  Morphology) 
regards  the  Forms  as  conditions  of  experience,  it  will  be 
needless  to  criticise  his  defence  of  Necessary  Truths,  having 
an  ii  priori  source,  because  the  arguments  I have  irrged 
against  Kaut  are  the  arguments  I should  urge  against  Mr. 
Mansel. 

§ 71.  We  may  thus  seciuely  lay  down  the  proposition  that 
whatever  can  bo  learned  must  be  learned  bj'  and  through 
Experience ; and  we  have  then  to  examine  whether  we  learn 
• Oj>.  cit.  p.  170. 
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Necessarj'  Truths,  orbring  them  with  us  into  the  world  as  the 
heritage  of  a higher  life. 

That  two  parallel  liiuss  can  never  meet  is  a Necessary 
Truth.  Tliat  is  to  say,  it  necessarily  follows  from  the  defini- 
tion of  a straight  line.  To  call  it,  however,  an  a priori  truth, 
a truth  independent  of  Exiierience,  is  a very  imperfect  analysis 
of  the  mind’s  operations.  An  attempt  is  made  to  prove  that 
the  idea  could  never  have  been  gained  through  Experieiice 
because  it  commands  miiversal  assent,  and  because  Experi- 
ence itself  could  never  give  it  necessity.  Dr.  Whewell’s 
argument  is,  that  let  us  follow  two  parallel  Hues  out  as  far  as 
we  can,  we  are  still  unable  to  follow  them  to  infinity ; and, 
for  all  oiir  experience  can  tell  us  to  the  contrary,  these  lines 
may  possibly  begin  to  approach  immediately  beyond  the  far- 
thest point  to  which  we  have  followed  them,  and  so  fimilly 
meet.  Now,  what  ground  have  we  for  belie\dng  that  this 
possibility  is  not  the  fact  ? In  other  words,  how  do  we  know 
the  axiom  to  Im  absolutely  true  ? Clearly  not  from  Experi- 
ence, sa3-s  Dr.  Wliewell,  following  Kant. 

We  answer.  Yes;  clearly  from  Experience.  For  our  expe- 
rience of  two  parallel  lines  is  precisely  this : thej'  do  not 
enclose  space.  Dr.  WheweU  says  that,  for  all  our  experience 
can  tell  us  to  the  contrary,  the  lines  maj'  possibly  begin  to 
approach  each  other  at  some  distant  point ; and  ho  would 
correct  this  imperfect  experience  by  a priori  truth.  The 
case  Is  precisclj’  the  reverse.  The  tendency  of  the  mind 
unquestionably  is,  to  fancy  that  the  two  lines  will  meet  at 
some  point ; it  is  enlarged  experience  which  corrects  this 
tendency.  There  are  many  analogies  in  nature  to  suggest 
the  meeting  of  the  two  lines.  It  is  onlj'  our  reflective  ex- 
|H?rionce  which  can  furnish  us  with  the  proof  which  Dr. 
'Wliewell  refers  to  ideas  independent  of  all  Experience.  I\Tiat 
proof  have  we  that  two  piirallel  lines  eaiuiot  enclose  space? 
Why,  this : as  soon  as  thev  atmume  the  proprrttj  of  cncloning 
rpace,  they  lose  the  propertrj  of  parallelism:  thej'  are  no 
longer  straiijhl  lines,  but  lent  lines.  In  carrying  out  ima- 
ginativelj'  the  two  parallel  lines  into  infinity',  we  have  a ten- 
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dency  to  make  them  approach ; we  can  only  coiToct  this  by 
a recurrence  to  our  ex^jorience  of  parallel  lines ; we  must  call 
up  a distinct  image  of  a parallel,  and  then  we  see  that  two 
such  lines  cannot  enclose  space. 

The  whole  difficulty  lies  in  the  clearness  or  obscm-ity  with 
which  the  mind  makes  present  to  itself  past  experience. 
‘ Refrain  from  rendering  your  tenns  into  ideas,’  says  Herbert 
Spencer,  ‘ and  you  may  reach  any  conclusion  whatever.  Tlie 
whole  is  equal  to  its  part,  is  a proposition  that  may  be  quite 
comfortably  entertained  so  long  as  neither  wholes  nor  parts 
are  imagined.’*  But  no  sooner  do  we  make  present  to  our 
minds  the  meaning  of  jjaraUel  lines,  than  in  that  very  act  we 
make  present  the  impossibility  of  their  meeting,  and  only  as 
the  idea  of  these  Unes  becomes  wavering,  does  the  idea  of 
their  meeting  become  possible.  A is  no  longer  A,  but  B. 

‘ Necessary  truths,’  says  Dr.  Whewell,  ‘ are  those  in  which 
we  not  only  learn  that  the  proposition  is  true,  but  see  that  it 
imist  be  true ; in  which  the  negation  is  not  only  false,  but 
impossible ; in  which  we  cannot,  even  by  an  effort  of  the 
imagination,  or  in  a supposition,  conceive  the  reverse  of  that 
which  is  asserted.  That  there  are  such  truths  cannot  be 
doubted.  We  may  take,  for  example,  all  relations  of  Num- 
ber. Three  and  two  make  five.  We  cannot  conceive  it  other- 
wise. We  cannot,  by  any  freak  of  thought,  imagine  three 
and  two  to  make  seven.’ 

That  Dr.  Whewell  cannot,  by  any  freak  of  thought,  now 
imagine  three  and  two  to  make  seven,  is  very  likely;  but 
that  he  could  never  imagine  this,  is  untrue.  If  he  had  been 
asked  the  question  before  he  had  learned  to  reckon,  he  would 
have  imagined  seven  quite  as  easily  as  five : that  is  to  say,  he 
would  not  have  known  the  relation  of  three  and  two.  Children 
have  no  intuitions  of  numbers : they  learn  them  as  they  learn 
other  things.  ‘ The  apples  and  the  marbles,’  says  Herschel, 

‘ are  put  in  requisition,  and  through  the  multitude  of  ginger- 
bread-nuts their  ideas  acquire  clearness,  precision,  and  ge- 
nerality.’ But  though,  from  its  simplicity,  the  calculation 

• IVincijilet  of  FtycMogy,  p.  49. 
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of  three  added  to  two  is  with  a growu  man  an  instantaneous 
act,  yet  if  j'ou  ask  him  suddenly  how  many  are  twice  365,  he 
cannot  answer  till  he  has  reckoned.  He  might  certainly,  by 
a very  easy  ‘ freak  of  thought  ’ (t’.e.,  by  an  erroneous  calcula- 
tion), imagine  the  sum-total  to  be  720;  and  although,  when 
he  repeats  his  calculation,  he  may  discover  the  error,  and  de- 
clare 730  to  be  the  sum-total,  and  say,  ‘ It  is  a Necessary 
Truth  that  365  added  to  365  make  730,’  we  slioidd  not  in  the 
least  dispute  the  necessity  of  the  truth,  but  presume  that  he 
had  arrived  at  it  through  experience,  namely,  through  his 
knowledge  of  the  relations  of  numbers,  a knowledge  which  he 
remembers  to  have  laboriously  acquired  when  a boy  at  school. 

Dr.  \Vhewell  maintains  that  whereas  Contingent  Truths 
are  seen  to  be  true  only  by  observation,  and  could  not  before- 
hand have  been  detected,  Necessaiy  Truths  are  ‘ seen  to  be 
true  by  a pure  act  of  thought.’  But  ho  overlooks  the  fact, 
that  even  the  simple  truths  of  Number  are  not  seen  to  be 
true  before  these  relations  have  been  exhibited  ; and  if  they 
are  afterwards  seen  to  be  true  by  a pure  act  of  thought,  not 
less  so  arc  physical  truths,  once  demonstrated,  seen  by  a pure 
act  of  thought : neither  can  be  seen  beforehand.  He  declares 
that  we  cannot  distinctly,  although  we  may  indistinctly, 
conceive  the  contrary  of  a Necessarj'  Truth.  Here  again  the 
oversight  is  the  same.  We  cannot  conceive  the  contrary  of 
a truth  after  its  necessity  has  been  demonstrated,  but  we  can 
distinctly  conceive  that  17  + 9 = 25  before  verification.  So 
little  does  he  apprehend  the  real  case,  that,  referring  to  the 
mistakes  of  children  and  savages,  he  winds  up  with  the  serene 
remark,  ‘ But  I suppose  no  persons  would,  on  such  grounds, 
hold  that  these  arithmetical  truths  are  truths  known  only  by 
experience.’ 

§ 72.  Let  us  now  turn  to  another  argument.  Kant  says : 
‘ Experience,  no  doubt,  teaches  us  that  this  or  tliat  object 
is  constituted  in  such  and  such  a manner,  but  not  that  it 
could  not  possibly  exist  otherwise.’.  . . . ‘ Empirical  uni- 
versality is  only  an  arbitrary  extension  of  the  validity  from 
that  which  may  bo  predicated  of  a proposition  valid  in  most 
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cases  to  tliat  which  is  asserted  of  a proposition  which  holds 
good  in  all.  Wlien,  on  the  contrary,  strict  universality  cha- 
racterises a judgment,  it  necessarily  indicates  another  pecu- 
liar source  of  knowledge,  namely,  a faculty  of  cognition 
a jtriori.  Necessity  and  strict  universality,  therefore,  are 
infallible  tests  for  distinguishing  pure  from  empirical  know- 
ledge, and  are  inseparably  connected  with  each  other.’* 
And  elsewhere : ‘ If  wo  thought  to  free  ourselves  from  the 
labour  of  these  investigations  by  saying,  “ Experience  is  con- 
stantly offering  us  examples  of  the  relation  of  caxise  and 
effect  in  phenomena,  and  presents  us  with  abundant  oppor- 
timity  of  abstracting  the  oonceiition  of  cause,  and  so  at  the 
same  time  of  corroborating  the  objective  validity  of  this  con- 
ception ” — we  should  in  this  case  be  overlooking  the  fact 
that  the  conception  of  cause  cannot  arise  in  this  way  at  all ; 
that  on  the  contrary  it  must  either  have  a basis  in  the  Un- 
derstanding, or  be  rejected  as  a mere  chimera.  For  this 
conception  demands  that  something  (A)  should  bo  of  such  a 
nature  that  something  else  (B)  should  follow  from  it  neces- 
sarily, and  according  to  an  absolutely  universal  law.  We 
may  certainly  collect  from  phenomena  a law,  according  to 
which  this  or  that  usually  happens,  but  the  element  of  neces- 
sity is  not  to  be  found  in  it.  Hence  it  is  evident,  that  to  the 
synthesis  of  cause  and  effect  belongs  a dignity  which  is  ut- 
terly wanting  in  any  empirical  synthesis.’  f 

§ 73.  I answer  that  the  very  fact  of  our  being  comixjlled 
to  judge  of  the  unknown  by  the  knoxvn — of  our  irresistibly 
anticipating  the  future  to  resemble  the  past — of  our  incapa- 
city to  believe  that  similar  effects  will  not  always  follow  simi- 
lar causes — this  fact  is  a proof  that  we  have  no  ideas  except 
such  as  are  acqiiired  through  Experience,  and  that  uniformity 
in  Experience  irresistibly  determines  our  conceptions  of  the 
future.  For  if  we  had  d priori  ideas,  these  ideas  being 
superior  to  Experience,  would  not  always  inevitably  conform 
to  it ; they  would  bring  another  standai'd  by  which  to  judge — 

* Kant;  Kritik : Kn/oO(ni7,  J ii.  (Micklejohn’h  translation,  p.  3). 

t Oj>.  cit,  Transceiutfntal  I^ik,  5 9 (Transl.,  p.  76). 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


CXIT 


NECESSAUY  TRUTHS. 


a standard  which  was  not  that  of  the  already  known.  Have 
we  such  a standard  ? 

§ 74.  The  school  of  d priori  philosophers  maintain  that  we 
have,  and  that  the  standard  is  the  Necessity  and  Universality 
which  certain  truths  involve,  and  which  cannot  be  given  in 
Experience.  But  we  have  had  abundant  evidence  that  every 
truth  is  necessarily  true,  and  the  fallacy  is,  that  of  first  using 
a proposition  in  one  sense,  and  then  concluding  from  it  in  a 
different  sense.  It  is  not  Truth  which  is  contingent,  but  con- 
ditions which  are  variable,  and  every  truth  becomes  invai’iablc 
BO  long  as  the  conditions  do  not  vary.  The  same  argument 
proves  imiversality.  If  a truth  simply  express  an  uncondi- 
tional generalisation — if  it  express  an  abstract  relation,  of 
course  it  is  true  for  ever  without  possibility  of  change.  In 
both  cases  we  say  A is  A,  and  will  be  A for  ever.  When 
Kant  says  Experience  cannot  be  universal,  but  only  general, 
and  cannot  therefore  bestow  universality,  because  it  cannot 
itself  be  universal ; he  forgets  that  Experience  itself  is  no 
more  general  than  it  is  universal — it  is  particular,  and  re- 
pealed. Now,  just  as  a finite  line  may  be  produced  to  in- 
finity although  the  mind  is  finite,  just  as  zero  may  be  added 
to  zero,  and  space  to  space,  without  end,  by  the  simple  pro- 
cess of  repetition,  so  may  a truth  ‘ A is  A,’  though  particular 
in  itself,  be  transformed  into  an  universal. 

I close  here  the  discussion  of  one  of  the  most  important 
topics  in  the  whole  range  of  Metaphysics,  and  with  it  these 
Prolegomena. 


We  are  now  to  enter  on  the  scene  of  History,  and  see  men 
nobly  striving  to  grapple  with  the  Unknowable.  The  shadow 
of  the  unkno^vn  world  evorj^vhere  mingles  with  the  light  of 
day.  It  is  the  dark  background  on  which  Phenomena  are 
visible.  It  is  always  present,  and  always  hmiting — as  sha- 
dows limit — the  objects  of  our  thought.  Bej'ond  the  Known, 
stretches  the  vague  Mystery,  into  which  our  eyes  peer  vainly 
yet  persistently.  The  border-land  is  ill-defined,  and  it  is  so 
because  the  sphere  of  the  Known  is  always  becoming  larger 
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and  larger.  We  always  hope  that  the  Unknown  is  not  also 
the  Unknowable. 

Hence  Speculation  is  tempted  to  enter  the  realm  of  sha- 
dows, and  will  not  admit  the  obvious  fact  that,  on  quitting 
terra  jirma,  it  abuts  on  vacancy,  and  peoples  an  airy  void  with 
airy  nothings.  Psycbologj-  has  to  check  this  groping  amid 
shadows,  by  showing  that  the  coast-line  of  the  Knowable 
is  sharply  defined  from  the  ocean  of  the  Unknowable  by  the 
necessary  limitation  of  human  faculties.  Between  us  and 
that  ocean  there  stretches  a vast  and  fertile  region,  where 
golden  harvests  have  already  been  reaj>ed,  and  whore  still 
richer  harvests  await  the  sickle — truths  already  gathered 
for  the  regulation  of  our  Life,  and  wider  truths  which  will 
hereafter  be  gathered  for  its  renovation. 
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FRIST  EFOCH. 

Philomphy  separates  itself  from  Theolo<iy,  and  attempts 
a rational  eaplanation  of  cosmical  phenomena. 

CHAPTER  I. 

THE  PHYSICISTS. 

} I.  Tuales. 

IT  is  the  (listinjTuishiii"  i>ecnliarity  of  the  Greeks,  that  they 
were  the  only  people  of  the  ancient  world  who  were 
prompted  to  assume  a scientific  attitude  in  explaining  the 
mysteries  which  surrounded  them.  They  were  the  first  and 
only  jwople  who  disengaged  sixjculation  from  theological 
guidance.  Tliis  inestimable  benefit  will  be  the  better  appre- 
ciated, as  men  more  and  more  learn,  through  the  history  of 
thought,  how  difilcult  it  has  been  to  keep  the  scientific 
attitude  untrammelled,  and  how  obstructive  theological 
trammels  have  been  to  all  effective  progress.  Europe  has  not 
yet  entirely  freed  itself  from  these  obstructions.  In  sjH-'cial 
inquiries,  particularly  in  mathematical  and  physical  in- 
quiries, the  influence  of  Theology  is  no  longer  felt ; but  in 
Biology,  Psychology,  and  Sociology,  it  is  still  disastrously 
VOL.  I.  B 
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obstructive,  warping  men’s  views,  alarming  tender  con- 
sciences, and  distorting  the  positive  inductions  of  Reason 
into  agreement  witb  the  arbitrary  deductions  of  Faith.  We 
have  long  learned  that  the  provinces  of  Religion  and  Know- 
ledge are  separate  ; we  have  long  learned  that  the  inductions 
of  Astronomy  and  Physics  relate  to  the  order  of  phenomena, 
and  that  our  knowledge  of  this  order  is  in  no  respect  de- 
pendent on,  or  influenced  by,  our  religious  convictions ; but 
we  have  not  yet  learned  that  this  is  true  of  all  phenomena, 
of  all  science.  The  Greeks  separated  the  two ; and  con- 
sequently it  is  to  them  that  we  owe  the  foundations  of  all  our 
scientific  knowledge. 

Not  only  Mathematics  and  Logic  do  we  owe  to  Greek 
invention,  we  also  owe  to  it  the  first  systematic  conception 
of  Political  Science,  of  Education,  and  of  the  Natural 
Sciences.  And  the  spirit  in  which  these  researches  were 
pursued  is  even  more  remarkable  than  the  results  attained. 
As  the  primeval  fire-mist,  when  condensed  into  a planet, 
gradually  became  a human  habitation,  so  the  vast  aspi- 
rations of  the  Eastern  mind  when  contracted  into  scientific 
research  rapidly  became  available  for  human  needs  and 
human  knowledge.  Progress  was  soon  visible  everywhere. 
In  Greece,  owing  to  speculative  activity  being  entirely 
untrammelled  by  Theology,  Tradition,  or  Political  Insti- 
tutions, and  left  to  run  its  own  free  course,  progress  was 
so  rapid  that  the  brief  period  of  three  centuries  saw  the 
fuU  development  of  all  the  chief  phases  of  philosophy,  and 
the  origination  of  all  its  fundamental  solutions. 

The  contrast  between  the  impetuous  progress  of  Grecian 
thought  and  the  stationariness  of  Eastern  thought  may 
be  more  thoroughly  appreciated  by  comparison  with  the 
slowness  of  Eurojrean  progress.  Thought  has  moved  in 
Europe  with  a rapidity  unkno'wn  in  the  East ; but  it  has 
moved  under  fetters.  It  has  had  a greater  momentum  than 
the  Grecian  thought,  but  it  has  had  also  a greater  friction 
to  overcome.  The  brilliant  period  of  its  history  has  been 
the  period  in  which  the  traditions  of  the  Church  have  been 
most  resolutely  disregarded. 
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It  is  a suggestive  fact  that  the  dawn  of  scientific  specu- 
lation in  Greece  should  be  coincident  with  a great  religious 
movement  in  the  East.  Tlie  sixth  century  before  Christ  was 
not  only  the  epoch  when  cosmical  phenomena  were  extri- 
cated from  theological  explanations,  but  also  the  epoch  when 
the  doctrines  of  Bouddha  gathered  up  the  scattered  beliefs 
of  a fast-decaying  polytheism  into  one  energetic  synthesis 
of  monotheism ; and  (according  to  the  German  critics) 
it  was  about  this  time  that  the  polytheism  of  the  Hebrews 
gave  place  to  monotheism, — Elohim  to  Jehovah.  In  fact 
the  great  wave  of  the  sixth  century  is  one  of  progress.  But 
the  progress  of  polytheism  to  monotheism  was  a continuous 
development,  whereas  the  progress  of  theological  philo- 
sophy to  cosmical  philosophy  was  a revolution.  The  first 
was  a process  of  generalisation,  the  many  Gods  being  re- 
solved into  one.  The  second  was  a change  of  attitude  ; though 
it  also  was  carried  along  by  a subtle  process  of  generalisation 
wherein  the  various  powers  of  nature  were  resolved  into  one. 
The  monotheistic  tendency  is  visible  in  Greece,  as  elsewhere ; 
the  Gods  gradually  lose  their  independent  autocratic  position, 
and  assume  subordinate  positions  under  Zeus,  who  in  later 
systems  becomes  Intelligence  and  Goodness.  Side  by  side 
with  this  tentative  and  growing  monotheism  there  is  a bold 
and  unhesitating  monodynamism,  the  efforts  of  all  the  early 
thinkers  being  to  reduce  all  the  powers  of  nature  to  one 
principle. 

The  early  Greek  had  no  real  predecessor  from  whom 
to  learn.  He  found  himself  in  the  presence  of  mysteries 
which  he  vainly  endeavoured  to  explain  by  polythei.stic 
agencies.  He  not  only  saw  reason  to  disbelieve  in  these 
agencies,  but  saw  that  if  they  existed,  their  arbitrary  and 
inscrutable  volitions  rendered  all  explanation  and  prediction 
impossible.  He  sought  elsewhere.  Thales  and  the  other 
Ionic  thinkers  fixed  upon  common  agencies,  water,  fire,  air, 
Ac.,  and  tried  to  reconstruct  the  world  out  of  these.  The 
attempt,  we  know,  was  unsuccessful ; but,  as  Mr.  Grote 
remarks,  the  memorable  fact  is  that  they  made  the  attempt. 

B 2 
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The  chief  interest  therefore  which  belongs  to  the  specu- 
lation of  this  school  arises  from  the  new  mental  attitude ; 
and,  consequently  the  uncertainty  which  hangs  over  the 
records  of  the  actual  tenets  is  a matter  of  little  moment.  It 
is  impossible  now  to  ascertain  what  really  were  the  opinions 
of  the  early  thinkers ; or  how  the  tenets  which  they  are  said 
to  have  held,  presented  a logical  coherence  to  their  minds  ; 
if  in  the  ensuing  pages  an  attempt  is  made  to  give  this 
logical  coherence,  I beg  the  reader  to  understand  that  it  is 
merely  a conjectural  representation,  not  to  be  accepted  as 
historical  fact.  For  the  purposes  of  History,  it  is  enough  if 
we  can  mark  the  leading  movements  of  speculation,  and  the 
part  which  each  epoch  played  in  the  evolution  of  Philosophy. 
The  great  fact  respecting  this  First  E]X)ch  is  that  the 
belief  in  the  phenomena  of  Nature  as  brought  about  by  the 
volition  of  numerous  imseen  beings  was  quietly  set  aside ; 
the  causes  of  all  change  were  sought  in  conditions  of  things 
themselves. 

It  is  on  this  ground  that  Thales  is  considered  to  be  the 
father  of  Greek  Speculation.  The  step  he  took  was  small, 
but  it  was  decisive.  Accordingly,  although  the  events  of  his 
life  are  shrouded  in  mystery,  or  belong  to  the  domain  of 
fable,  and  although  we  have  record  only  of  a few  of  his 
fin. ♦'‘tenets,  and  those  tenets  fragmentary  and  incoherent,  yet  we 
know  enough  of  the  general  tendency  of  his  doctrines  to 
82ieak  of  him  as  the  originator  of  a school. 

Thales  was  bom  at  Miletus,  a Greek  colony  in  Asia  Minor. 
The  date  of  his  bii-th  is  extremely  doubtful ; but  the  first 
j'car  of  the  36th  Olpnpiad  (b.  c.  63(1)  is  the  date  generally 
accepted.  He  belonged  to  one  of  the  most  illustrious 
families  of  Phoenicia,  and  took  a consiiicuous  jiart  in  all  the 
political  affairs  of  his  country.  His  immense  activity  in 
politics  has  been  denied  bj'  later  wTiters,  as  uiconsistent  with 
the  tradition,  countenanced  by  Plato,  of  his  having  sj)ent  n 
life  of  solitude  and  meditation;  while  on  the  other  hand 
his  affection  for  solitude  has  been  questioned  on  the  ground 
of  his  political  activity.  Yet  the  two  things  are  perfectly 
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compatible.  Meditation  does  not  necessarily  unfit  a man  for 
action ; nor  does  an  active  life  absorb  all  his  time,  leaving 
him  none  for  meditation.  The  wise  man  will  strengthen 
himself  by  meditation  before  he  acts ; and  he  will  act,  to  test 
the  truth  of  his  meditations. 

Miletus  was  one  of  the  most  flourishing  Greek  colonies  ; 
and  at  the  period  we  are  now  speaking  of,  before  either  a 
Persian  or  a Lydian  yoke  had  crushed  the  energies  of  its 
population,  it  was  a fine  field  for  the  development  of  mental 
energies.  Its  commerce  both  by  sea  and  land  was  immense. 
Its  political  constitution  afforded  opportunities  for  individual 
activity.  It  is  more  probable  that  Thales,  both  by  birth 
and  education  would  be  induced  to  remain  there,  than  that 
he  would  travel  into  Egypt  and  Crete  for  the  prosecution  of 
his  studies,  as  some  maintain,  although  upon  no  sufficient 
authority.  The  only  ground  for  the  conjecture  is  the  fact  of 
Thales  having  acquired  mathematical  knowledge  ; and  from 
very  early  times,  as  we  see  in  Herodotris,  it  was  the  fashion 
to  derive  every  branch  of  knowledge  from  Egypt.  So  little 
consistency  is  there  however  in  this  narrative  of  his  voyages, 
that  he  is  said  to  have  astonished  tlie  Egyptians  by  showing 
them  how  to  measure  the  height  of  the  pyramids  by  their 
shadows.  A nation  so  easily  astonished  by  one  of  the  sim- 
plest of  mathematical  problems  could  have  had  little  to 
teach.  Perhaps  the  strongest  proof  that  he  never  travelled 
into  Egypt — or  that,  if  he  travelled  there,  he  never  learned 
from  the  priests — is  the  absence  of  all  trace,  however  slight, 
of  any  Egyptian  doctrine  in  his  philosophy  which  he  might 
not  have  found  equally  well  at  home. 

The  distinctive  characteristic  of  the  Ionian  School,  in  its 
first  period,  was  its  inquiry  into  the  constitution  of  the 
universe.  Thales  opened  this  inquiry.  It  is  commonly 
said : ‘ Thales  taught  that  the  principle  of  all  things  was 
water.’  On  a first  glance,  this  will  perhaps  appear  a mere 
extravagance.  But  the  serious  student  will  be  slow  to  accuse 
his  predecessors  of  sheer  and  transparent  absurdity.  Tlie 
history  of  Philosophy  may  be  the  history  of  errors ; it  is  not 
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a history  of  transparent  errors.  All  the  systems  which  have 
gained  acceptance  have  had  a pregnant  meaning,  or  they 
would  not  have  been  accepted.  The  meaning  represented, 
and  in  some  way,  gave  consistency  to  the  opinions  of  the 
epoch,  and  as  such  is  worth  penetrating.  Thales  was  one  of 
the  most  extraordinary  men  that  ever  lived,  and  produced  an 
extraordinary  revolution.  Such  a man  was  not  likely  to 
have  enunciated  a philosophical  thought  which  any  child 
might  have  refuted.  Let  us  endeavour  to  penetrate  the 
meaning  of  his  thought ; let  us  see  if  we  cannot  in  some 
shape  trace  its  rise  and  growth  in  his  mind. 

Thales,  speculating  on  the  constitution  of  the  universe, 
could  not  but  strive  to  discover  the  one  principle — the  pri- 
mary Fact — the  substance,  of  which  all  special  existences 
were  but  the  modes.  Seeing  around  him  constant  transfor- 
mations— birth  and  death,  change  of  shape,  of  size,  and  of 
mode  of  existence — he  could  not  regard  any  one  of  these 
variable  states  of  existence  as  Existence  itself.  He  there- 
fore asked  himself.  What  is  that  invariable  Existence  of 
which  these  are  tlie  variable  states  ? In  a word.  What  is  the 
heginning  of  things  ? 

To  ask  this  question  was  to  open  the  era  of  philosophical 
inquiry.  Hitherto  men  had  contented  themselves  with 
accepting  the  world  as  they  found  it ; with  believing  what 
they  saw  ; and  with  adoring  what  they  could  not  see. 

Thales  felt  that  there  was  a vital  question  to  be  answered 
relative  to  the  beginning  of  things.  He  looked  aroimd  him, 
and  the  result  of  his  meditation  was  the  conviction  that 
Moisture  was  the  Beginning.  He  was  impressed  with  this 
idea  by  examining  the  constitution  of  the  earth.  There  also 
he  found  moisture  everywhere.  All  things  he  found  nourished 
by  moistiire;  warmth  itself  he  declared  to  proceed  from 
moisture ; the  seeds  of  all  things  arc  moist.  Water  when 
condensed  becomes  earth.  Thus  convinced  of  the  miiversal 
presence  of  water,  he  declared  it  to  be  the  beginning  of  things. 

Thales  would  all  the  more  readily  adopt  this  notion  from 
its  harmonising  with  ancient  opinions ; such  for  instance  as 
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those  expressed  in  Hesiod’s  Theogony,  wherein  Oceanus  and 
Thetis  are  regarded  as  the  parents  of  all  such  deities  as  had 
any  relation  to  Nature.  ‘ He  would  thus  have  performed  for 
the  popular  religion  that  which  modem  science  has  performed 
for  the  book  of  Glenesis : explaining  what  before  was  enigma- 
tical.’ * 

It  is  this  which  gives  Thales  his  position  in  Philosophy. 
Aristotle  calls  him  d rijr  Toiavrtfs  apxT/o*  ; it  was  he 

who  made  the  first  attempt  to  establish  a physical  Beginning, 
without  the  assistance  of  myths.  He  has  consequently  been 
accused  of  Atheism  by  modem  writers ; but  Atheism  is  the 
growth  of  a much  later  thought,  and  one  under  no  pretence 
to  be  attributed  to  Thales,  except  on  the  negative  evidence 
of  Aristotle’s  silence,  which  we  conceive  to  be  directly 
counter  to  the  supposition,  since  it  is  difiicult  to  suppose 
Aristotle  would  have  been  silent  had  he  thought  Thales 
believed  or  disbelieved  in  the  existence  of  anything  deeper 
than  Water,  and  j^rior  to  it.  Water  was  the  the 

beginning  of  all.  When  Cicero,  following  and  followed  by 
writers  far  removed  from  the  times  of  Thales,t  says  that  ‘ he 
held  water  to  be  the  beginning  of  things,  but  that  God  was 
the  mind  which  created  things  out  of  the  water,’  he  does 
violence  to  the  chronology  of  speculation.  We  agree  witli 
Hegel  tliat  Thales  could  have  had  no  conception  of  God  as 
pure  Intelligence,  since  that  is  the  conception  of  a more 
advanced  philosophy.  We  doubt  whether  he  had  any  concep- 
tion of  a Formative  Intelligence  or  of  a Creative  Power. 
AristotleJ  very  explicitly  denies  that  the  old  Physicists  made 
any  distinction  between  Matter  (17  v\y  xai  to  inroKeCfitvov)  and 
the  Moving  Principle  or  Efficient  Cause  (17  ap\r)  Ttjs  Kivya-etos) ; 
and  he  further  adds  that  Anaxagoras  was  the  first  who 
arrived  at  the  conception  of  a Formative  Intelligence. § 
Thales  believed  in  the  Gods  and  in  the  generation  of  the 

♦ Bbxj.  Constant,  Ptt  Pi4yihh‘jifue  Iiomain,  L 167. 

t And  uncritically  followed  by  many  modems  who  feel  a difficulty  in  placing 
themselves  at  the  point-of-view  of  ancient  speculation. 

J Abistot.  Metaph.  i.  3. 

$ It  will  restmtl  be  seen  that  Diogenes  was  the  first  to  conceive  this. 
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Gods : they,  as  all  other  things,  had  their  origin  in  water. 
This  is  not  Atheism,  whatever  else  it  may  be.  If  it  be  true 
that  he  held  all  things  to  be  living,  and  the  world  to  be  full 
of  demons  or  Gods,  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  in  this  with 
his  views  about  Moisture  as  the  origin,  the  starting-point, 
the  primary  existence. 

It  is  needless  however  to  discuss  wlmt  were  the  particular 
opinions  of  a thinker  whose  opinions  have  only  reached  us  in 
fragments  of  uncritical  tradition;  all  we  certainly  know  is 
that  tlie  step  taken  by  Thales  was  twofold  in  its  prompting : — 
first,  to  discover  the  Beginning,  the  prtma  materia  of  all 
things  {17  apx>i) ; secondly,  to  select  from  among  the  elements 
that  element  which  was  most  potent  and  omnipresent.  To 
those  acquainted  with  the  history  of  the  human  mind  both 
these  notions  will  be  significant  of  an  entirely  new  era. 


§ II.  Anaximenes. 

Anaximander  is  by  most  historians  placed  after  Thales.  We 
agree  with  Ritter  in  giving  that  place  to  Anaximenes.  The 
reasons  on  which  we  ground  this  arrangement  are,  first,  that 
in  so  doing  we  follow  our  safest  guide,  Aristotle  ; secondly, 
that  the  doctrines  of  Anaximenes  are  the  development  of 
those  of  Thales:  whereas  Anaximander  follows  a totally 
different  line  of  speculation.  Indeed,  the  whole  ordinary 
arrangement  of  the  Ionian  School  seems  to  have  proceeded 
on  the  conviction  that  each  disciple  not  only  contradicted 
his  master,  but  also  returned  to  the  doctrines  of  his  master’s 
teacher.  Thus  Anaximander  is  made  to  succeed  Thales, 
though  quite  opposed  to  him ; whereas  Anaximenes,  who 
only  carries  out  the  principles  of  Thales,  is  made  the  disciple 
of  Anaximander.  When  we  state  that  212  years,  t.e.  six  or 
seven  generations,  are  taken  up  by  the  lives  of  the  four 
philosophers  said  to  stand  in  the  relations  of  teacher  and 
pupil,  the  reader  will  be  able  to  estimate  the  value  of  the 
traditional  relationship. 

Only  the  names  of  the  great  leaders  in  philosophy  were 
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thought  worth  preserving ; all  those  who  merely  applied  or 
extended  a doctrine  were  very  properly  consigned  to  oblivion. 

This  is  also  the  principle  upon  which  the  present  history 
assigns  the  position  of  Anaximenes  as  second  to  Tliales : not 
as  his  disciple,  but  as  his  historical  successor:  as  the  man 
who,  taking  up  the  speculation  where  Thales  and  his  disciples 
left  it,  transmitted  it  to  successors  in  a more  developed  form. 

Of  the  life  of  Anaximenes  nothing  further  is  known  than 
that  he  was  bom  at  Miletus,  probably  in  the  63rd  Olympiad 
(b.  c.  529),  others  say  in  the  58th  Olympiad  (b.  c.  548),  but 
there  is  no  possibility  of  accurately  fixing  the  date.  He  is 
said  to  have  discovered  the  obliquity  of  the  Ecliptic  by 
means  of  the  gnomon. 

Pursuing  the  method  of  Thales,  he  could  not  satisfy 
himself  of  the  tmth  of  his  doctrine.  Water  was  not  to 
him  the  most  significant  element.  He  felt  within  him  a 
something  which  moved  him  he  knew  not  how,  he  knew 
not  why ; something  higher  than  himself ; invisible  but  ever- 
present : this  he  called  his  life.  His  life  he  believed  to  be 
air.  Was  there  not  also  without  him,  no  less  thaji  within 
him,  an  ever-moving,  ever-present,  invisible  air?  The  air 
which  was  within  him,  and  which  he  called  Life,  was  it  not 
a part  of  the  air  which  was  without  him?  and,  if  so,  was 
not  this  air  the  Beginning  of  Things  ? 

He  looked  around  him,  and  thought  his  conjecture  was 
confirmed.  Tlie  air  seemed  universal.*  Tlie  earth  was  as 
a broad  leaf  resting  ujjon  it.  All  things  were  produced 
from  it ; all  things  were  resolved  into  it.  When  he  breathed, 
he  drew  in  a part  of  the  universal  life.  All  things  were 
nourished  by  air,  as  he  w'as  nourished  by  it. 

To  Anaximenes,  as  to  most  of  the  ancients.  Air  breatheclT'  ' ’ ’ 
and  expired  seemed  the  very  stream  of  life,  holding  together 
all  the  heterogeneous  substances  of  which  the  body  was 


* When  Anaximenes  speaks  of  Air,  as  when  Tliales  speaks  of  Water,  we  must 
not  understand  these  elements  as  they  appear  in  fhts  or  that  determinate  form  on 
tnirth,  but  as  Water  and  Air  pregnant  with  rital  enerjrj*  and  capable  of  infinite 
transmutations. 
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composed,  giving  them  not  only  unity,  but  force,  vitality.  The 
belief  in  a living  world — that  is  to  say,  of  the  universe  as  an 
organism — was  very  ancient,  and  Anaximenes,  generalising 
from  the  phenomena  of  individual  life  to  universal  life,  made 
both  dependent  on  Air.  In  many  respects  this  was  an 
advance  on  the  doctrine  of  Thales,  and  the  reader  may 
amuse  himself  by  finding  its  coincidence  with  some  specula- 
tions of  modem  science.  A chemist  can  truly  say,  ‘ Les 
Plantes  et  les  Animaux  d^rivent  de  I’air,  ne  sont  que  de  I’air 
condense,  ils  viennent  de  Vair  et  y retoument,’ 

§ III.  Diogenes  op  Apollonia. 

Diogenes  of  Apollonia  is  the  proper  successor  to  Anaxi- 
menes, although,  from  the  uncritical  arrangement  usually 
adopted,  he  is  made  to  represent  no  epoch  whatever.  Tlius, 
Tennemann  places  him  after  Pythagoras.  Hegel,  by  a 
strange  oversight,  says  that  we  know  nothing  of  Diogenes 
but  the  name. 

Diogenes  was  bom  at  Apollonia,  in  Crete.  More  than  this 
we  are  unable  to  state  with  certainty ; but  as  he  is  said  to 
have  been  a contemporary  of  Anaxagoras,  we  may  assume 
him  to  have  flourished  about  the  80th  Olympiad  (b.  c.  460). 
His  work  On  Nature  was  extant  in  the  time  of  Simplicius 
(the  sixth  century  of  our  era),  who  extracted  some  passages 
from  it. 

Diogenes  adopted  the  tenet  of  Anaximenes  resi>ecting  Air  as 
the  origin  of  things ; but  he  gave  a wider  and  deeper  signifi- 
cation to  the  tenet  by  pointing  out  the  analogy  of  Air  with 
the  Soul.*  Stmck  with  the  force  of  this  analogy,  he  was 
led  to  push  to  its  ultimate  limits.  What  is  it,  he  maj' 
have  asked  himself,  which  constitutes  Air  the  origin  of 
things  ? Clearly  its  vital  force.  The  air  is  a soul ; therefore 
it  is  living  and  intelligent.  But  this  Force  of  Intelligence 

* By  Soul  must  undipstand  Lifi*  in  its  most  j^oneral  meaninj?  rathor 

than  Mind  in  the  modem  wnso.  Thus  the  treatise  of  Aristotle!  is  * 

treatise  on  the  Vital  Principle,  including  Mind,  not  ft  treatise  on  Psychol^ry, 
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is  a higher  thing  than  the  Air,  through  which  it  manifests 
itself ; it  must  consequently  be  prior  in  point  of  time ; it 
must  be  the  philosophers  have  sought.  The  Universe 
is  a living  being,  spontaneously  evolving  itself,  deriving  its 
transformation  from  its  own  vitality. 

There  are  two  remarkable  points  in  this  conception,  both 
indicative  of  very  great  progress  in  speculation.  The  first  is 
the  attribute  of  Intelligence,  with  which  the  apxn  is  endowed. 
Anaximenes  considered  the  primary  substance  to  be  an 
animated  substance.  Air  was  Life,  in  his  system ; but  the 
Life  did  not  necessarily  imply  Intelligence.  Diogenes  saw 
that  Life  was  not  only  Force,  but  Intelligence ; the  Air 
which  stirred  within  him  not  only  prompted,  but  instructed. 
The  Air,  as  the  origin  of  all  things,  is  necessarily  an  eternal, 
imperishable  substance;  but,  as  soul,  it  is  also  necessarily 
endowed  with  consciousness.  ‘It  knows  much,’  and  this 
knowledge  is  another  proof  of  its  being  the  primary  sub- 
stance ; ‘ for  without  Reason,’  he  says,  ‘ it  would  be  im- 
possible for  all  to  be  arranged  duly  and  proportionately ; and 
whatever  object  we  consider  will  bo  found  to  be  arranged 
and  ordered  in  the  best  and  most  beautiful  manner.’  Order 
can  result  only  from  Intelligence ; the  Soul  is  therefore  the 
first  {af/x/i).  This  conception  was  undoubtedly  a great  one ; 
but  that  the  reader  may  not  exaggerate  its  importance,  nor 
suppose  that  the  rest  of  Diogenes’  doctrines  were  equally 
rational,  we  must  for  the  sake  of  preserving  historical  truth 
advert  to  one  or  two  of  his  applications  of  the  conception. 
Thus : 

The  world,  as  a living  unity,  must  like  other  individuals 
derive  its  vital  force  from  the  Whole : hence  he  attributed  to 
the  world  a set  of  respiratory  organs,  which  he  fancied  he 
discovered  in  the  stars.  All  creation  and  all  material  action 
were  but  respiration  and  exhalation.  In  the  attraction  of 
moisture  to  the  sun,  in  the  attraction  of  iron  to  the  magnet, 
he  equally  saw  a process  of  respiration.  Man  is  superior  to 
brutes  in  intelligence  because  he  inhales  a purer  air  than 
brutes  who  bow  their  heads  to  the  ground. 


Digitized  by  Google 


12 


THE  PHYSICISTS. 


These  attempts  at  the  explanation  of  phenomena  will 
suffice  to  show  that  although  Diogenes  had  made  a large 
stride,  he  had  accomplished  very  little  of  the  journey. 

Tlie  second  remarkable  point  indicated  by  his  system  is 
the  manner  in  which  it  closes  the  inquiry  opened  by  Thales. 
Thales,  starting  from  the  conviction  that  one  of  the  four 
elements  was  the  origin  of  the  world,  and  Water  that 
element,  was  followed  by  Anaximenes,  who  thought  that  not 
only  was  Air  a more  universal  element  than  Water,  hut  that, 
being  life,  it  must  be  the  universal  Life.  To  him  suc- 
ceeded Diogenes,  who  saw  that  not  only  was  Air  Life,  but 
Intelligence,  and  that  Intelligence  must  have  been  the  First 
of  Things. 

I concur  therefore  with  Ritter  in  regarding  Diogenes  as  the 
last  philosopher  attached  to  the  Physical  method  ; and  that 
in  his  system  the  method  receives  its  consummation.  Having 
thus  traced  one  great  line  of  speculation,  we  must  now  cast 
our  eyes  upon  what  was  being  contemporaneously  evolved  in 
another  direction. 
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THE  MATHE-VATICLISS. 

§ I.  Anaximander  of  Miletus. 

‘ A S we  now,  for  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  Greek 
-t\-  Philosophy,  meet  with  contemporaneous  develoj)- 
ments,  the  observation  will  not  perhaps  be  deemed  super- 
fluous that  in  the  earliest  times  of  philosophj%  historical 
evidences  of  the  reciprocal  influence  of  the  two  lines  either 
entirely  fail  or  are  very  unworthy  of  credit ; on  the  other 
hand,  the  internal  evidence  is  of  very  limited  value,  because 
it  is  impossible  to  prove  a complete  ignorance  in  one,  of  the 
ideas  evolved  and  carried  out  in  the  other  ; while  any  arg\i- 
ment  drawn  from  an  apparent  acquaintance  therewith  is  far 
from  being  extensive  or  tenable,  since  all  the  olden  philo- 
sophers drew  from  one  common  source — the  national  habit 
of  thought.  WTien  indeed  these  two  directions  had  been 
more  largely  pursued,  we  shall  find  in  the  controversial 
notices  sufficient  evidence  of  an  active  conflict  between  these 
very  opposite  views  of  nature  and  the  universe.  In  truth, 
when  we  call  to  mind  the  inadequate  means  at  the  command 
of  tlie  earlier  philosophers  for  the  dissemination  of  their 
opinions,  it  appears  extremely  probable  that  their  respective 
systems  were  for  a long  time  known  only  within  a very 
narrow  circle.  On  the  supposition,  however,  that  the  philo- 
sophical impulse  of  these  times  was  the  result  of  a real 
national  want,  it  becomes  at  once  probable  that  the  various 
elements  began  to  show  themselves  in  Ionia  nearly  at  the 
same  time,  independently  and  without  any  external  con- 
nection.’ * 

* Kitteu  : Hut.  Phil.  i.  'IQb. 
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The  chief  of  the  school  we  are  now  about  to  consider  was 
Anaximander,  of  Miletus,  whose  birth  may  be  dated  in  the 
42nd  Olympiad  (b.  c.  610).  He  is  sometimes  called  the 
friend  and  sometimes  the  disciple  of  Thales.  His  reputation 
both  for  political  and  scientific  knowledge,  was  very  great ; 
and  many  important  inventions  are  ascribed  to  him,  amongst 
others  that  of  the  sun-dial  and  the  sketch  of  a geographical 
map.  His  calculations  of  the  size  and  distance  of  the 
heavenly  bodies  were  committed  to  writing  in  a small  work 
which  is  said  to  be  the  earliest  of  all  philosophical  writings. 
He  was  passionately  addicted  to  mathematics,  and  framed  a 
series  of  geometrical  problems.  He  was  the  leader  of  a 
colony  to  Apollonia ; and  he  is  also  reported  to  have  resided 
at  the  court  of  tlie  TjTant  Polycrates,  in  Samos,  where  also 
lived  Pythagoras  and  Anacreon. 

No  two  historians  are  agreed  in  their  interpretation  of 
Anaximander’s  doctrines;  few  indeed  are  agreed  as  to  the 
historical  position  he  is  to  occupy. 

Anaximander  is  stated  to  have  been  the  first  to  use  the 
term  ap)(ij  for  the  Beginning  of  things.  What  he  meant  by 
this  term  principle  is  variously  interpreted  by  the  ancient 
writers ; for,  although  they  are  unanimous  in  stating  that  he 
called  it  the  infinite  (to  aireipov),  what  he  understood  by  the 
infinite  is  yet  undecided.* 

On  a first  view,  nothing  can  well  be  less  intelligible  than 
this  tenet : ‘ The  Infinite  is  the  origin  of  all  things.’  It 
either  looks  like  the  monotheism  of  a far  later  date,f  or  like 
the  word-jugglery  of  mysticism.  It  is  neither  more  nor  less 
difiicult  of  comprehension  than  the  tenet  of  Tliales,  that 
‘ Water  is  the  origin  of  all  things.’  Let  ns  cast  ourselves 
back  in  imagination  into  those  early  days,  and  see  if  we 
cannot  account  for  the  rise  of  such  an  opinion. 

* RiTTF.n : nut.  Phil.  i.  267. 

t ^Miich  it  certaiuly  could  not  hare  been.  To  prevent  any  misconception  of 
the  kind,  we  may  merely  observe  that  the  Infinite  here  meant,  was  not  even  the 
Limitless  power,  much  leas  tlie  Limitleaa  mind,  implied  in  the  modern  conception. 
In  Anaxagoras,  who  lived  a century  later,  we  find  rh  iwttpoy  to  be  no  more  than 
vaatness. — Sec  Siiipucius,  Phys.  33,  b,  quoted  in  Kerrsa. 
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On  viewing  Anaximander  side  by  side  with  his  great  pre- 
decessor and  friend,  Thales,  we  cannot  but  be  struck  witli 
the  exclusively  abstract  tendency  of  his  speculations.  Thales, 
whose  famous  maxim,  ‘ Know  thyself,’  directed  the  mind  to 
objects  essentially  concrete,  may  serve  as  a contrast  to 
Anaximander,  whose  axiom,  ‘ The  Infinite  is  the  origin  of  all 
tilings,’  is  a pure  effort  of  abstraction.  Let  us  concede  to 
him  this  tendency;  let  us  see  in  him  the  geometrician 
rather  than  the  moralist  or  physicist;  let  us  endeavour  to 
tmderstand  how  all  things  presented  themselves  to  his  mind 
in  the  abstract  form,  and  how  mathematics  was  to  him  the 
science  of  sciences,  and  we  shall  then  perhaps  be  able  to 
understand  his  tenets. 

Thales,  in  searching  for  the  origin  of  things,  found  it  in 
Water.  But  Anaximander,  accustomed  to  abstractions, 
could  not  accejit  so  concrete  a thing  as  Water : something 
more  ultimate  in  the  analysis  was  required.  Water  itself, 
which  in  common  with  Thales  he  held  to  be  the  material  of 
the  universe,  was  it  not  subject  to  conditions  ? Wliat  were 
those  conditions  ? This  Moisture,  of  which  all  things  are 
made,  does  it  not  cease  to  be  moisture  in  many  instances  ? 
And  can  that  which  is  the  origin  of  all  ever  change,  ever  be 
confounded  with  individual  things  ? Water  itself  is  a Thing ; 
but  a Thing  cannot  be  All  Tilings.  The  dp;^,  he  said,  was 
not  Water ; it  must  be  the  Unlimited  All,  to  atreipov. 

Vague  and  profitless  enough  this  theory  will  doubtless 
appear.  The  abstraction  ‘ All  ’ will  seem  a mere  distinction 
in  words.  But  in  Greek  Philosophy,  as  we  shall  repeatedly 
notice,  distinctions  in  words  were  generally  equivalent  to 
distinctions  in  tilings.  And  if  the  reader  reflects  how  the 
mathematician,  by  the  very  nature  of  his  science,  is  led  to 
regard  abstractions  as  entities — to  separate  form,  and  treat 
of  it  as  if  it  alone  constituted  body — there  will  be  no  difficulty 
in  conceiving  Anaximander’s  distinction  between  all  Finite 
Things  and  the  Infinite  All. 

It  is  thus  only  we  can  explain  his  tenet ; and  this  expla- 
nation seems  borne  out  by  the  testimony  of  Aristotle  and 
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Tlieopliraiitus,  who  agree  that  by  the  Infinite  he  understood 
the  multitude  of  elementary  parts  out  of  which  individual 
things  issued  by  separation.  ‘ By  separation  : ’ the  phrase  is 
significant.  It  means  the  passage  from  the  abstract  to  tlie 
concrete — the  All  realising  itself  in  the  Individual  Thing. 
CaU  the  Infinite  by  the  name  of  Existence  and  say,  ‘ There 
is  Existence  per  sc,  and  Existence  per  aliud ; the  former  is 
the  ever-living  foimtain  whence  flow  the  various  existing 
Things'  In  this  way  we  may,  perhaps,  make  Anaximander’s 
meaning  intelligible. 

‘ Anaximander,’  says  Ritter,  ‘ is  represented  as  arguing 
that  the  primary  substance  must  have  been  infinite  to  be  all- 
suflicient  for  the  limitless  variety  of  produced  things  with 
which  we  are  encompassed.  Now,  although  Aristotle  espe- 
cially characterises  this  infinite  as  a mixture,  we  must  not 
think  of  it  as  a mere  multii^licity  of  primary  material  ele- 
ments ; for  to  the  mind  of  Anaximander  it  was  a Unity 
immortal  and  imperishable — an  ever-producing  energj".  This 
production  of  individual  things  he  derived  from  an  eternal 
motion  of  the  Infinite.’  ^ ■' 

The  primarj'  Being,  according  to  Anaximander,  is  imqucs- 
tionably  a Unity.  It  is  One  yet  All.  It' comprises  within 
itself  the  multiplicity  of  elements  from  which  all  mimdanc 
things  are  composed ; and  these  elements  only  need  to  be 
separated  from  it  to  apijear  as  separate  phenomena  of  nature. 
Creation  is  the  decomposition  of  the  Infinite.  How  does  this 
decomposition  originate  ? By  the  eternal  motion  which  is 
the  condition  of  the  Infinite.  ‘ He  regarded,’  says  Ritter, 
‘ the  Infinite  as  being  in  a constant  state  of  incipiency, 
which,  however,  is  nothing  but  a constant  secretion  and 
concretion  of  certain  immutable  elements  ; so  that  we  might 
well  say  the  parts  of  the  whole  are  constantly  changing, 
while  the  whole  is  unchangeable.’ 

The  idea  of  elevating  an  abstraction  into  a being,  and 
making  it  the  origin  of  all  things,  is  questionable  enough  ; 
it  is  ns  if  we  were  to  say,  ‘ Tliere  are  numbers  1,  2,  .S,  20,  80, 
100  ; but  there  is  also  Number  in  the  abstract,  of  which 
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these  individual  numbers  are  but  the  concrete  realisation : 
without  Number  there  would  be  no  numbers.’  Yet  so  dif- 
ficult is  it  for  the  human  mind  to  divest  itself  of  its  o^vn 
abstractions,  and  to  consider  them  as  abstractions,  that  this 
error  lies  at  the  root  of  the  majority  of  metaphysical  systems. 

Anaximander  separated  himself  from  Thales  by  regarding 
the  abstract  as  of  higher  significance  than  the  concrete  : and 
in  this  tendency  we  see  the  origin  of  the  Pj'thagorean  or 
mathematical  school.  The  speculations  of  Thales  aimed  at 
discovering  the  material  constitution  of  the  universe ; they 
were  founded,  in  some  degree,  upon  an  induction  from 
observed  facts,  however  imperfect  that  induction  might  be. 
The  speculations  of  Anaximander  were  wholly  deductive ; 
and,  as  such,  tended  towards  mathematics,  the  science  of 
pure  deduction. 

As  an  example  of  this  mathematical  tendency  we  may 
allude  to  his  cosmical  speculation.  The  central  point  in  his 
cosmopoeia  was  the  earth,  which,  being  of  a cylindrical  form, 
with  a base  in  the  ratio  1 : 3 to  its  altitude,  was  retained  in 
its  centre  by  the  aid  and  by  the  equality  of  its  distances 
from  all  the  limits  of  the  world. 

From  the  foregoing  we  may  judge  of  the  propriety 
of  the  ordinary  historical  arrangement  which  places  Anaxi- 
mander as  the  successor  of  Thales.  It  is  clear  that  ho 
originated  one  of  the  great  lines  of  speculative  inquiry,  and 
that  one,  perhaps,  the  most  curious  in  all  antiquity.  By 
Thales,  Water,  the  origin  of  things,  was  held  to  be  a real 
physical  element,  which  in  the  hands  of  his  successors  became 
gradually  transformed  into  a merely  representative  emblem 
of  something  wholly  different  (Life  or  Mind) ; and  the  element 
which  lent  its  name  as  the  representative  was  looked  upon  as 
a secondary  phenomenon,  derived  from  that  primary  force  of 
which  it  was  the  emblem.  Water  was  the  real  primary 
element  with  Thales ; with  Diogenes,  Water  (having  pre- 
viously been  displaced  for  Air)  was  but  the  emblem  of  Mmd. 

Anaximander’s  conception  of  the  All,  though  abstract,  is 
nevertheless  to  a great  degree  physical : it  is  All  Things. 

VOL.  I.  c 
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His  conception  of  the  Infinite  was  not  purely  ideal ; it  had 
not  passed  into  the  state  of  a sj-nibol ; it  was  the  primary 
fact  of  existence ; above  all,  it  involved  no  conception  of 
intelligence  except  as  a mundane  finite  thing.  His  to 
dwetpov  was  the  Infinite  Existence,  but  not  the  Infinite  Mind. 
This  later  development  we  shall  meet  ■with  hereafter  in  the 
Eleatics. 


§ II.  Pythagoea.s. 

The  life  of  Pythagoras  is  shrouded  in  the  dim  magnifi- 
cence of  legends,  from  which  it  is  hopeless  to  attempt  to 
extricate  it.  Certain  general  indications  are  doubtless  to  be 
trusted  ; but  they  are  few  and  vague. 

As  a specimen  of  the  trouble  necessary  to  settle  any  one 
point  in  this  biography,  we  will  here  cite  the  various  dates 
given  by  ancient  authors  and  modem  scholars  as  the  results 
of  their  inquiries  into  his  birth.  Diodorus  Siculus  says  Gist 
Olympiad ; Clemens  Alex.,  62nd  01. ; Eusebius,  63rd  or  64th 
01. ; Stanley,  53rd  01. ; Gale,  60th  01. ; Dacier,  47th  01. ; 
Bentley,  43rd  01. ; Lloyd,  43rd  01. ; Dodwell,  52nd  01. ; 
Ritter,  49th  01.;  Thirlwall,  51st  01.;  so  that  tlie  accounts 
vary  within  the  limits  of  eighty-four  years.  If  we  must 
make  a choice,  we  should  decide  with  Bentley ; not  only  out 
of  respect  for  that  magnificent  scholar,  but  because  the  date 
he  assigns  agrees  ■with  the  probable  date  of  the  birth  of  one 
kno^vn  to  have  been  Pythagoras’s  friend  and  contemporarj', 
Anaximander. 

Pj-thagoras  is  usually  classed  amongst  the  great  foimders 
of  Mathematics ; and  this  receives  confirmation  from  what 
we  know  of  the  general  scope  of  his  labours,  and  from  the 
statement  lhat  he  was  chiefly  occupied  with  the  determination 
of  extension  and  gmvity,  and  measuring  the  ratios  of  musical 
tones.  His  science  and  skill  are  exaggerated,  as  indeed  is 
every  portion  of  his  life.  Fable  assigns  him  the  place  of  a 
saint,  a worker  of  miracles,  and  a teacher  of  more  than 
human  wisdom.  His  very  birth  was  marvellous,  some  ac- 
counts making  him  tlic  sou  of  Hermes,  others  of  Apollo  : in 
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proof  of  the  latter,  he  is  said  to  have  exliibited  a golden 
thigh.  With  a word  he  tamed  the  Daunian  bear,  which  was 
laying  waste  the  country ; with  a whisper  he  restrained  an 
ox  from  devouring  beans.  He  was  heard  to  lecture  at  dif- 
ferent places,  such  as  Metapontum  and  Tauroniiniuni,  on  the 
same  day  and  at  tlie  same  hour.  As  he  crossed  the  river, 
the  river-god  saluted  him  with  ‘ Hail,  Pythagoras  ! ’ and  to 
him  the  harmony  of  the  spheres  was  audible  music. 

Fable  enshrines  these  wonders.  But  that  they  could  exist, 
even  as  legendary  lore,  is  significant  of  the  greatness  of 
Pythagoras.  It  is  well  said  by  Sir  Lytton  Bulwer  that  ‘ not 
only  all  the  traditions  respecting  Pythagoras,  but  the  certain 
fact  of  the  mighty  effect  that  in  his  single  person  he  after- 
wards wrought  in  Italy,  prove  him  also  to  have  possessed 
that  nameless  art  of  making  a personal  impression  upon 
mankind,  and  creating  individual  enthusiasm,  which  is  ne- 
cessary to  those  who  obtain  a moral  command,  and  are  the 
founders  of  sects  and  institutions.  It  is  so  much  in  confor- 
mity with  the  manners  of  the  time  and  the  objects  of  Pytha- 
goras, to  believe  that  he  diligently  explored  the  ancient 
religious  and  political  systems  of  Greece,  from  which  he  had 
been  long  a stranger,  that  we  cannot  reject  the  traditions 
(however  disfigured  with  fable)  that  ho  visited  Delos,  and 
aftected  to  receive  instructions  from  the  pious  ministrants  of 
Delphi.’*  Whenever  we  find  romantic  or  miniculous  deeds 
narrated  we  may  bo  certain  that  the  hero  was  great  enough 
at  least  to  sustain  the  weight  of  this  crown  of  fabulous  glorj'. 

But  the  greatness  thus  indicated  is  thought  to  be  dimi- 
nished by  the  tradition  of  his  having  boiTowed  all  his 
learning  and  philosophy  from  the  East.  Could  not  so  groat 
a man  dispense  with  foreign  teachers  ? Assuredly  ; but  this 
is  no  proof  that  he  did  dispense  with  them.  Tlie  question  of 
fact  is  not  to  be  thus  disposed  of.  The  historian  will  ask  for 
better  evidence.  Unfortunatel}'  the  evidence  on  this  subject 
is  of  little  worth.  Not  until  a century  and  a half  had  elapsed 
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from  the  death  of  Pj'thagoras  was  there  any  statement,  now 
recoverable,  made  respecting  this  voyage  into  Egypt,  and 
then  it  occurred  in  an  oration  by  Isocrates,  in  which  the 
constitution  of  Lacedtemon  is  also  derived  from  Egypt.^ 
This  is  obviously  rmtrustworthy.  Aristotle,  a better  authoritj", 
never  alludes  to  Egypt.  Nor  did  the  notion  gain  general 
iicceptance  nntU  fifty  years  or  so  after  Isocrates,  when  the 
Greeks  had  come  into  frequent  connection  with  the  East, 
and  all  marvels  were  supposed  to  have  their  origin  there. 
The  imaginative  Greeks  were  peculiarly  prone  to  invest  the 
distant  and  the  foreign  with  striking  attributes.  They  could 
not  believe  in  wisdom  springing  up  from  amongst  them ; 
they  turned  to  the  East  as  to  a vast  and  unknown  region, 
whence  all  novelty,  even  of  thought,  must  come. 

Wlien  we  consider,  as  Ritter  observes,  how  Egj'pt  was 
peculiarly  the  wonder-land  of  the  olden  Greeks,  and  how, 
even  in  later  times,  when  it  was  so  much  better  known,  it 
was  stiU,  as  it  is  to  this  day,  calculated  to  excite  awe  by  the 
singular  character  of  its  people,  which,  reserved  in  itself, 
was  always  obtruding  on  the  observer’s  attention  tlirough  the 
stupendous  structures  of  national  architecture,  we  can  easily 
imagine  how  the  Greeks  were  led  to  establish  some  connec- 
tion between  this  mighty  East  and  their  great  Pythagoras. 
If  Pythagoras  had  travelled  into  Egypt,  or  indeed  listened  to 
the  relations  of  those  who  had  done  so,  he  would  indeed 
have  thereby  obtained  as  much  knowledge  of  Egyptian 
customs  as  appears  in  his  system  without  his  having  had  the 
least  instruction  from  the  Priesthood.  The  doctrine  of  me- 
tempsychosis was  a public  doctrine  with  the  Egyptians ; 
though,  as  Ritter  says,  he  might  not  have  been  indebted  to 
them  even  for  that.  Funeral  customs  and  abstinence  from 
particular  kinds  of  food  were  things  to  be  noticed  by  any 
traveller.  But  the  fundamental  objection  to  Pythagoras 
having  been  instructed  by  the  Egyptian  Priests,  is  to  bo 
sought  in  the  constitution  of  the  priestly  caste  itself.  If  the 


* Zeller:  yvrCra^e  und  Abhandlungcn  gi»:kich(lkh:n  InhfdtiHy  I86J,  p.  46. 


Digitized  by  Google 


PYTHAGORAS. 


21 


priests  were  so  jealous  of  instruction  as  not  to  bestow  it  even 
on  the  most  favoured  of  their  countrymen  beyond  their  caste, 
how  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  they  would  bestow  it  on  a 
stranger,  and  one  of  a different  religion  ! 

The  ancient  writers  were  sensible  of  this  objection.  To 
get  rid  of  it  they  invented  a story  which  we  shall  give  as  it 
is  given  by  Brucker.  Polycrates  was  in  friendly  relations 
with  Amasis,  King  of  Egypt,  to  whom  he  sent  Pythagoras, 
with  a recommendation  to  enable  him  to  gain  access  to  the 
Priests.  The  King’s  authority  was  not  suflScient  to  prevail 
on  the  Priests  to  admit  a stranger  to  their  mysteries  : they 
referred  Pythagoras  therefore  to  Thebes,  as  of  greater  anti- 
quity. The  Theban  Priests  were  awed  by  the  Royal  mandate, 
but  were  loath  to  admit  a stranger  to  their  rites.  To  disgust 
the  novice,  they  forced  him  to  undergo  several  severe  cere- 
monies, amongst  which  was  circumcision.  But  he  could  not 
be  discouraged.  He  obeyed  all  their  injunctions  with  such 
patience  that  they  resolved  to  take  him  into  their  confidence. 
He  spent  two-and-tweuty  years  in  Egypt,  and  returned 
perfect  master  of  all  science.  This  is  not  a bad  story : the 
only  objection  to  it  is  that  it  has  not  a fact  to  rest  on. 

To  Pythagoras  the  invention  of  the  word  philosopher  is 
ascribed.  When  he  was  in  Peloponnesus  he  was  asked  by 
Leontius,  what  was  his  art.  ‘ I have  no  art ; I am  a philo- 
sopher,’ was  the  reply.  Leontius  never  having  heard  the 
name  before,  asked  what  it  meant.  Pythagoras  gravely 
answered,  ‘ This  life  may  be  compared  to  the  Olympic  games  : 
for  as  in  this  assembly  some  seek  glory  and  the  crowns  ; some 
by  the  purchase  or  by  the  sale  of  merchandise  seek  gain ; 
and  others,  more  noble  than  either,  go  there  neither  for  gain 
nor  for  applause,  but  solely  to  enjoy  this  wonderful  spectacle, 
and  to  see  and  know  all  that  passes.  We,  in  the  same 
manner,  quit  our  country,  which  is  Heaven,  and  come  into 
the  world,  which  is  an  assembly  where  many  work  for  profit, 
many  for  gain,  and  where  there  are  but  few  who,  despising 
avarice  and  vanity,  study  nature.  It  is  these  last  whom  I 
call  philosophers ; for  as  there  is  nothing  more  noble  than  to 
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be  a spectator  without  any  personal  interest,  so  in  this  life 
the  contemplation  and  knowledge  of  nature  are  infinitely 
more  honourable  than  any  other  application.’ 

It  is  necessary  to  observe  that  the  ordinary  interpretation 
of  philosopher,  as  Pj'thagoras  meant  it,  a ‘ lover  of  wisdom,’ 
is  only  accurate  where  the  utmost  extension  is  given  to  the 
word  ‘ lover.’  Wisdom  must  be  the  ‘ be-all  and  the  end-all 
here  ’ of  the  philosopher,  and  not  simply  a taste  or  a pxusuit. 
It  must  be  his  mistress,  to  whom  a life  is  devoted.  This  was 
the  meaning  of  Pythagoras.  The  word  which  had  before 
designated  a wise  man  was  a-o<f>6t.  But  he  wished  to  distin- 
guish himself  from  the  Sophoi,  or  philosophers  of  his  day,  by 
name,  as  he  had  done  by  system.  What  was  the  meaning  of 
Sophos  ? Unquestionably  what  we  mean  by  a wise  man,  as 
distinct  from  a philosopher  ; one  whose  wisdom  is  practical, 
and  turned  to  practical  purposes ; one  who  loves  wisdom  not 
for  its  own  sake  so  much  as  for  the  sake  of  its  uses.  Now 
Pythagoras  loved  -wisdom  for  its  owti  sake.  Contemplation 
was  to  him  the  highest  exercise  of  humanity:  to  bring 
wisdom  dowTi  to  the  base  purposes  of  life  was  desecration. 
He  called  himself  therefore  a philosopher — a lover  of 
Wisdom — to  demarcate  himself  from  those  who  sought 
Wisdom  only  as  a power  to  be  used  for  ulterior  ends. 

This  interpretation  of  the  word  philosopher  may  explain 
some  of  his  opinions.  Above  all,  it  explains  the  constitution 
of  his  Secret  Society,  into  which  no  one  was  admitted  except 
after  a severe  initiation.  For  five  years  the  novice  was  con- 
demned to  silence.  Many  relinquished  the  task  in  despair  ; 
they  were  unworthy  of  the  contemplation  of  pure  wisdom. 
Others,  in  whom  the  tendency  to  loquacity  was  observed  to 
be  less,  had  the  period  commuted.  Various  humiliations  had 
to  be  endured : various  experiments  were  made  of  their 
powers  of  self-denial.  By  these  Pythagoras  judged  whether 
they  were  worldly-minded,  or  whether  they  were  fit  to  be 
admitted  into  the  sanctuary  of  science.  Having  purged 
their  souls  of  the  baser  particles  by  purifications,  sacrifices, 
and  initiations,  they  were  admitted  to  the  sanctuary,  where 
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the  higher  part  of  the  soul  ^vas  purged  by  the  knowledge  of 
truth,  which  consists  in  the  knowledge  of  immaterial  and 
eternal  things.  For  this  purpose  Pythagoras  commenced 
philosophy  with  Mathematics,  because,  as  they  just  preserve 
the  medium  between  corporeal  and  incorporeal  things,  they 
can  alone  draw  off  the  mind  from  Sensible  things  and  conduct 
them  to  Intelligibles. 

By  his  later  disciples  he  was  venerated  as  a God.  He  who 
could  transcend  all  earthly  struggles,  and  the  great  ambitions 
of  the  greatest  men,  to  live  only  for  the  sake  of  wisdom,  was 
he  not  of  a higher  stamp  than  ordinary  mortals?  Well 
might  later  historians  picture  him  as  clothed  in  robes  of 
white,  his  head  crowned  \vith  gold,  his  aspect  grave,  majesti- 
cal,  and  calm ; above  the  manifestation  of  any  human  joy,  of 
any  human  sorrow ; enwrapt  in  contemplation  of  the  deeper 
mysteries  of  existence  ; listening  to  music  and  the  hymns  of 
Homer,  Hesiod,  and  Thales,  or  listening  to  the  harmony  of 
the  spheres.  And  to  a lively,  talkative,  quibbling,  active, 
versatile  people  like  the  Greeks,  what  a grand  phenomeucn 
must  this  solemn,  earnest,  silent,  meditative  man  have  ap- 
peared ? 

‘ Pythagoras,’  says  Sir  Lytton  Bulwer,  ‘ arrived  in  Italy 
during  tlie  reign  of  Tarquinius  Superbus,  according  to  the 
testimony  of  Cicero  and  Aulus  GeUius,  and  fixed  his  resi- 
dence in  Croton,  a city  in  the  bay  of  Tarentum,  colonised  by 
Greeks  of  the  Achrean  tribe.  If  we  may  lend  a partial 
credit  to  the  extravagant  fables  of  later  disciples,  endeavour- 
ing to  extract  from  florid  superaddition  some  original  germ 
of  simple  truth,  it  would  seem  that  he  first  appeared  in  the 
character  of  a teacher  of  youth,  and,  as  was  not  unusual  in 
those  times,  soon  rose  from  the  preceptor  to  the  legislator. 
Dissensions  in  tlie  citj-  favoured  his  objects.  The  Senate 
(consisting  of  a thousand  members,  doubtless  of  a difieront 
race  from  the  body  of  the  people ; the  first  the  posterity  of 
the  settlers,  the  last  the  native  population)  availed  itself  of 
the  arrival  and  influence  of  an  eloquent  and  renowned  philo- 
sopher. He  lent  himself  to  the  consolidation  of  aristocracies. 
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and  waa  equally  mimical  to  democracy  and  tyranny.  But 
his  policy  was  that  of  no  vulgar  ambition.  He  refused,  at 
least  for  a time,  ostensible  power  and  oflBce,  and  was  con- 
tented with  instituting  an  organised  and  formidable  society, 
not  wholly  dissimilar  to  that  mighty  Order  founded  by  Loyola 
in  times  comparatively  recent.  The  disciples  admitted  into 
this  society  imderwent  examination  and  probation : it  waa 
through  degrees  that  they  passed  into  its  higher  honours,  and 
were  admitted  into  its  deeper  secrets.  Religion  made  the 
basis  of  the  fraternity,  but  religion  connected  with  human 
ends  of  advancement  and  power.  He  selected  the  three 
hundred  who  at  Croton  formed  his  Order,  from  the  noblest 
families,  and  they  were  professedly  reared  to  know  themselves, 
that  so  they  might  be  fitted  to  command  the  world.  It  was 
not  long  before  this  society,  of  which  Pythagoras  was  the 
head,  appears  to  have  supplanted  the  ancient  Senate,  and 
obtained  the  legislative  administration.  In  this  Institution 
Py  thagoras  stands  alone ; no  other  founder  of  Greek  philo- 
sophy resembles  him.  By  all  accounts  he  also  differed  from 
the  other  sages  of  his  time  in  his  estimation  of  the  import- 
ance of  women.  He  is  said  to  have  lectured  to,  and  taught 
them.  His  wife  was  herself  a philosopher,  and  fifteen  dis- 
ciples of  the  softer  sex  rank  among  the  prominent  orna- 
ments of  his  school.  An  Order  based  upon  so  profound  a 
knowledge  of  all  that  can  fascinate  or  cheat  mankind  could 
not  fail  to  secure  a temporary  power.  His  influence  was  un- 
bounded in  Croton  : it  extended  to  other  Italian  cities ; it 
amended  or  overturned  political  constitutions ; and  had 
Pythagoras  possessed  a more  coarse  and  personal  ambition, 
he  might  perhaps  have  founded  a mighty  dynasty,  and  en- 
riched our  social  annals  with  the  result  of  a new  exjjcriment. 
But  his  was  the  ambition  not  of  a hero,  but  a sage.  He 
wished  rather  to  establish  a system  than  to  exalt  himself. 
His  immediate  followers  saw  not  aU  the  consequences  that 
might  be  derived  from  the  fraternity  he  founded ; and  the 
political  designs  of  his  gorgeous  and  august  philosophy,  only 
for  awhile  successful,  left  behind  them  but  the  mummeries 
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of  an  impotent  freemaBomy,  and  the  cnthusiaatic  ceremonies 
of  half-witted  ascetics. 

‘ It  was  when  this  power,  so  mystic  and  so  revolutionary, 
had,  by  the  means  of  branch  societies,  established  itself 
throughout  a considerable  portion  of  Italy,  that  a general 
feeling  of  alarm  and  suspicion  broke  out  against  the  sage 
and  his  sectarians.  The  anti-Pythagorean  risings,  according 
to  Porph3rry,  were  sufficiently  numerous  and  active  to  be 
remembered  long  generations  afterwards.  Many  of  the 
sage’s  friends  are  said  to  have  perished,  and  it  is  doubtful 
whether  Pythagoras  himself  fell  a victim  to  tlie  rage  of  his 
enemies,  or  died,  a fugitive,  amongst  his  disciples  at  Meta- 
pontum.  Nor  was  it  until  nearly  the  whole  of  Lower  Italy 
was  torn  by  convulsions,  and  Greece  herself  drawn  into  the 
contest  as  pacificator  and  arbiter,  that  the  ferment  was 
allayed.  The  Pythagorean  institutions  were  abolished,  and 
the  timocratic  democracies  of  the  Achmans  rose  upon  the 
ruins  of  those  intellectual  but  ungenial  oligarchies. 

‘ Pythagoras  committed  a fatal  error  when,  in  his  attempt 
to  revolutionise  society,  he  had  recourse  to  aristocracies  for 
his  agents.  Revolutions,  especially  those  influenced  by 
religion,  can  never  be  worked  out  but  by  popular  emotions. 
It  was  from  this  error  of  judgment  that  he  enlisted  the 
I>eople  against  him  ; for  by  the  account  of  Neanthes,  related 
by  Porph3Ty,  and  indeed  from  all  other  testimony,  it  is 
clearly  evident  that  to  popular  not  party  commotion  his  fall 
must  be  ascribed.  It  is  no  less  clear  that  after  his  death, 
while  his  philosophical  sect  remained,  his  political  code 
crumbled  away.  The  only  seeds  sown  by  philosophers  which 
spring  up  into  great  States,  are  those  that,  whether  for  good 
or  evU,  are  planted  in  the  hearts  of  the  Many.’ 

We  cannot  omit  the  story  which  so  long  amused  the 
world,  respecting  his  discovery  of  the  musical  chords. 
Hearing  one  day,  in  the  shop  of  a blacksmith,  a number  of 
men  striking  successively  a piece  of  heated  iron,  he  remarked 
that  all  the  hammers,  except  one,  produced  harmonious 
chords,  viz.  the  octave,  the  fifth,  and  the  third ; but  the 
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sound  between  the  fifth  and  the  third  was  discordant.  On 
entering  the  workshop,  he  found  the  diversity  of  sounds  was 
owing  to  the  difference  in  the  weight  of  the  hammers.  He 
took  the  exact  weights,  and  on  reaching  home  suspended 
four  strings  of  equal  dimensions,  and  hanging  a weight  at 
the  end  of  each  of  the  strings  equal  to  the  weight  of  each 
hammer,  he  struck  the  strings,  and  found  the  sounds  cor- 
respond with  those  of  the  hammers.  He  then  proceeded  to 
the  formation  of  a musical  scale. 

This  story  is  significant  of  the  lax  credulity  which  allows 
historical  fictions  to  become  current  without  any  attempt 
being  made  to  ascertain  whether  they  have  even  a basis  in 
fact.  A story  should  be  shown  to  be  within  the  limits  of 
possibility  ; that  is  the  least  demand  we  can  make.  But,  in 
the  present  case,  ‘Though  both  hammers  and  anvil  have 
been  swallowed  by  ancients  and  modems  with  most  ostrich- 
like digestion,  yet  upon  examination  and  experiment  it 
appears  that  hammers  of  diflerent  size  and  weight  will  no 
more  produce  different  tones  upon  the  same  anvil,  than  bows 
or  clappers  of  dffferent  size  will  from  the  same  string  or 
bell.’* 

§ III.  Philosophy  op  Pythagoras. 

There  is  no  system  more  difficult  to  seize  and  represent 
accurately  than  that  commonly  called  the  Pythagorean.  It 
has  made  prodigious  noise  in  the  world  ; and  is  consequently 
often  confounded  with  its  distant  echoes.  An  air  of  mysterv', 
always  inviting  to  a large  class,  surrounds  it.  The  mar- 
vellous relations  concerning  its  illustrious  founder,  the  sup- 
posed assimilation  it  contains  of  various  elements  of  Eastern 
speculation,  and  the  supposed  symbolical  nature  of  its 
doctrines,  have  all  equally  combined  to  render  it  attractive 
and  contradictory':  Every  dogma  in  it  has  been  traced  to 

some  prior  philosophy.  Not  a vestige  will  remain  to  be  called 
the  property  of  the  teacher  himself,  if  we  restore  to  the 
Jews,  Indians,  Egy'ptians,  Chaldeans,  Phconicians,  nay'  even 

• Bvknkt,  nut.  of  Music. 
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Thracians,  those  various  portions  which  he  is  declared  to 
have  borrowed  from  them. 

All  this  pretended  plagiarism  we  incline  to  think  ex- 
tremely improbable : Pythagoras  was  a consequence  of  Anax- 
imander ; and  his  doctrines,  in  as  far  as  we  can  gather 
their  leading  tendency,  were  but  a continuation  of  that 
abstract  and  deductive  philosophy  of  which  Anaximander  was 
the  originator. 

At  the  outset  we  must  premise,  that  whatever  interest 
there  may  be  in  following  out  the  particular  opinions 
recorded  as  belonging  to  Pythagoras,  such  a process  is  quite 
incompatible  with  our  plan.  The  greatest  uncertainty  still 
exists,  and  must  for  ever  exist  amongst  scholars,  respecting 
the  genuineness  of  those  opinions.  - Even  such  as  are  re- 
corded by  trustworthy  authorities  are  always  vaguely  attri- 
buted by  them  to  ‘ the  Pythagoreans,’  not  to  Pythagoras. 
Modem  criticism  has  clearly  shown  that  the  works  attributed 
to  Timicus  and  Archytas  are  spurious;  and  that  the  supposed 
treatise  of  Ocellus  Lucanus  on  the  ‘ Nature  of  the  All  ’ 
cannot  even  have  been  written  by  a Pythagorean.  Plato 
and  Aristotle,  the  only  ancient  writers  who  are  to  be  trusted 
in  this  matter,  do  not  attribute  any  peculiar  doctrines  to 
Pythagoras.  The  reason  is  simple.  P’ythagoras  taught  in 
secret ; and  never  wrote.  What  he  taught  his  disciples  it  is 
impossible  accurately  to  learn  from  what  those  disciples 
themselves  taught.  His  influence  over  their  minds  was 
unquestionably  immense ; and  this  influence  would  com- 
municate to  his  school  a distinctive  tendency,  but  not  one 
accordant  doctrine ; for  each  scholar  would  carry  out  that 
tendency  in  tlie  direction  which  best  suited  his  tastes  and 
powers. 

The  extreme  difficulty  of  ascertaining  accurately  what 
Pythagoras  thought,  or  even  what  his  disciples  thought,  will 
not  embarrass  us  if  we  can  but  ascertain  the  general  tendency 
of  their  speculations,  and,  above  all,  the  peculiarity  of  their 
method.  For  this  difficulty — which,  to  the  critical  historian 
insuperable,  only  affects  us  indirectly — renders  indeed  our 
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endeavoirr  to  seize  the  characteristic  method  and  tendency 
more  hazardous  and  more  liable  to  contradiction ; but  it  does 
not  compel  us  to  interrupt  our  march  for  the  sake  of  storm- 
ing every  individual  fortress  of  opinion  we  may  encounter  on 
our  way.  We  have  to  trace  out  the  map  of  the  philosophical 
world  ; we  must  be  careful  to  ascertain  the  great  outlines  of 
each  coimtry : this  we  may  be  enabled  to  do  without 
absolutely  being  acquainted  with  the  internal  varieties  of 
that  country,  for  geographers  are  not  bound  to  be  also  geo- 
logists. 

What  were  the  method  and  tendency  of  the  Pythagorean 
school?  The  method,  purely  deductive;  the  tendency, 
wholly  towards  the  consideration  of  abstractions  as  the  only 
true  materials  of  science.  Hence  the  name  not  unfrequently 
given  to  that  school,  of  ‘ the  Mathematical.’  The  list  of 
Pythagoreans  embraces  the  greatest  names  in  mathematics 
and  astronomy, — Archytas  and  PhUolaus,  and  subsequently 
Hipparchus  and  Ptolemy.* 

We  may  now  perhaps,  in  some  sort,  comprehend  what 
Pythagoras  meant  when  he  taught  that  Numbers  were  the 
principles  of  Things  : roiis  api6fju>vs  airlovs  elpeu  ri)t  oiiaias,f  or, 
to  translate  more  literally,  ‘ Numbers  are  the  cause  of  the 
material  existence  of  Things : ’ oinxia  being  here  evidently  the 
expression  of  concrete  existence.  This  is  confirmed  by  the 
wording  of  the  formula  given  elsewhere  by  Aristotle,  that 
Nattu'e  is  realised  from  Numbers:  rgv  <f>v<riv  if  apiOpiov 
ffuvurrda-i.%  Or  again:  Things  are  but  the  copies  of  Numbers: 
fiifjLrj<nv  ell  at  rh  orra  rS>v  api6pdiv.§  What  Pj'thagoras  meant 
was,  that  Numbers  were  the  ultimate  nature  of  things. 
Anaximander  saw  that  things  in  themselves  are  not  final ; 
they  are  constantly  changing  both  position  and  attributes ; 
they  are  variable,  and  the  principle  of  existence  must  be 
invariable  ; he  called  that  invariable  existence  the  all. 

• .®scirri.us,  a disciple  of  Pythagoras,  makes  his  Titan  boast  of  having  dis- 
covered for  men,  Number,  the  highest  of  the  sciences;  Kol  ifSphr,  tioxoe 
co^ifffidrmr^  i^tvpoy  atno7s. — Prom.  459. 

t Aeistot.  Mt'.aph.  i.  6.  } De  Calo,  iii.  1.  § Mrtaph.  i.  0. 
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Pythagoras  saw  that  there  was  an  invariable  existence 
lying  beneath  these  varieties ; but  he  wanted  some  more 
definite  expression  for  it,  and  he  called  it  Number.  Thus 
each  individual  thing  may  change  its  position,  its  mode  of 
existence  ; all  its  peculiar  attributes  may  be  destroyed  except 
one,  namely  its  numerical  attribute.  It  is  always  ‘ one  ’ 
thing ; nothing  can  destroy  that  numerical  existence.  Com- 
bine the  thing  in  every  possible  variety  of  ways,  and  it  still 
remains  ‘ one ; ’ it  cannot  be  less  than  ‘ one,’  it  cannot  be 
made  more  than  ‘ one.’  Resolve  it  into  its  minutest  parti- 
cles, and  each  particle  is  ‘ one.’  Having  thus  found  that 
numerical  existence  was  the  only  invariable  existence,  he 
was  easily  led  to  proclaim  all  things  to  be  but  copies  of 
Numbers.  ‘All  phenomena  must  originate  in  the  simplest 
elements,’  says  Sextus  Empiricus,  ‘ and  it  would  be  contrary 
to  reason  to  suppose  the  Principle  of  the  Universe  to  parti- 
cipate in  the  nature  of  sensible  phenomena.  The  Print  ip  ia 
are  consequently  not  only  invisible  and  intangible,  but  also 
incorporeal.’ 

As  numerical  existence  is  the  ultimate  state  at  which 
analysis  can  arrive  with  respect  to  finite  things,  so  also  is  it 
the  ultimate  state  at  which  we  can  arrive  with  respect  to  the 
Infinite,  or  Existence  in  itself.  The  Infinite,  therefore,  must 
be  one.  One  is  the  absolute  Number ; it  exists  in  and  by 
itself ; it  has  no  need  of  any  relation  with  anything  else,  not 
even  with  any  other  number ; Two  is  but  the  relation  of  One 
to  One.  AU  modes  of  existence  are  but  finite  aspects  of  the 
Infinite ; so  all  numbers  are  but  numerical  relations  of  the 
one.  In  the  original  one  all  numbers  are  contained,  and 
consequently  the  elements  of  the  whole  world. 

Observe,  moreover,  that  one  is  necessarily  the  dpx^ — the 
beginning  of  things  so  eagerly  sought  by  philosophers,  since, 
wherever  you  begin,  you  must  begin  with  one.  SripjKJse  the 
number  be  three,  and  you  strike  off  the  initial  number  to 
make  two,  the  second  then  will  be  one.  In  a word,  one  is 
the  Beginning  of  all  things. 

The  verbal  quibble  on  which  this,  as  indeed  the  whole 
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system  reposes,  need  not  excite  any  suspicion  of  the  sincerity 
of  Pythagoras.  The  Greeks  were  unfortunately  acquainted 
with  no  language  but  their  own : and,  as  a natural  con- 
sequence, mistook  distinctions  in  language  for  distinctions 
in  things-  It  has  been  weU  said  by  Dr.  Whewell,  that  ‘ all 
the  first  attempts  to  comprehend  the  operations  of  Nature 
led  to  the  introduction  of  abstract  conceptions,  vague  indeed, 
but  not  therefore  unmeaning.  And  the  next  step  in 
philosophising  necessarily  was  to  make  those  vague  ^ab- 
stractions more  clear  and  fixed,  so  that  the  logical  faculty 
should  be  able  to  employ  them  securely  and  coherently. 
But  there  were  two  ways  of  making  this  attempt ; the  one, 
by  examining  the  words  only,  and  the  thoughts  which  they 
call  up:  the  other,  by  attending  to  the  facts  and  things 
which  bring  these  abstract  terms  into  use.  The  Greeks 
followed  the  verbal  or  notional  course,  and  failed.* 

It  is  only  by  means  of  the  above  explanation  that 
we  can  credit  the  belief  in  distinctions  so  wire-drawn  as 
those  of  Pythagoras ; it  is  only  thus  that  we  can  understand 
how  he  could  have  held  that  Numbers  were  Beings.  Aristotle 
attributes  this  conception  to  the  fondness  of  Pythagoras  for 
mathematics,  which  concerns  itself  with  the  abstract,  not 
with  the  material  existence  of  sensible  things ; but  surely 
this  is  only  half  the  explanation  ? The  mathematicians  in 
our  day  not  only  reason  entirely  with  symbols,  which 
stand  as  the  representatives  of  things,  without  having  tlie 
least  affinity  or  resemblance  to  the  things  (being  wholly 
arbitrary  marks),  but  very  many  of  these  men  never  trouble 
themselves  at  all  with  inspecting  the  things  about  which 
they  reason  by  means  of  symbols.  Much  of  the  science  of 
Astronomy  is  carried  on  by  those  who  never  use  a telescope  ; 
it  is  carried  on  by  figures  upon  paper,  and  calculations  of 
those  figures.  Because,  however,  astronomers  use  numbers 
as  symbols,  they  do  not  suppose  that  numbers  are  more  than 
symbols.  Pythagoras  was  not  able  to  make  this  distinction. 

* HiUory  o/  (he  iMdactiiT  Sciences,  i. 
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He  believed  that  numbers  were  things  in  reality,  not  merely 
in  symbol.  When  therefore  Ritter  says  that  the  P}i,hagorean 
formula  ‘ can  only  be  taken  symbolically,’  he  appears  to  us 
to  commit  a great  anachronism,  and  to  antedate  by  several 
centuries  a mode  of  thought  at  variance  with  all  we  know  of 
Greek  Philosophy ; at  variance  also  with  the  express  testi- 
mony of  Aristotle,  who  says,  ‘ The  Pythagoreans  did  not 
separate  Numbers  from  Thingfs.  They  held  Number  to  be 
the  Principle  and  Material  of  things,  no  less  than  their 
essence  and  power.’  * The  notion  that  because  we,  in  the  pre- 
sent state  of  philosophj',  cannot  conceive  Numbers  otherwise 
than  as  symbols,  therefore  Pythagoras  must  have  conceived 
them  in  the  same  way,  is  one  which  has  been  very  widely 
spread,  but  which  we  hold  to  be  as  great  an  anachronism  as 
Shakespeare’s  Hector  quoting  Aristotle,  or  Racine  exhibiting 
the  etiquette  of  Versailles  in  the  camp  at  Aulis.  And  Ritter 
himself,  after  having  stated  with  considerable  detail  the 
various  points  in  this  philosophy,  admits  that  the  essential 
doctrine  rests  on  ‘ the  derivation  of  all  in  the  world  from 
mathematical  relations,  and  on  the  resolution  of  the  relations 
of  space  and  time  into  those  of  units  or  numbers.  All 
proceeds  from  the  original  one,  or  primary  number,  or  from 
the  plurality  of  units  or  numbers  into  which  the  one  in  its 
life-development  divides  itself.’  Now,  to  suppose  that  this 
doctrine  was  simply  mathematical  and  not  mathematico- 
cosmological,  is  to  violate  all  principles  of  historical  philo- 
sophy ; for  it  is  to  throw  the  opinions  of  our  day  into  the 
period  of  Pythagoras.  As  a final  proof,  consider  the  formula, 
ilvat.  ri  ovra  tAv  ipifffuay,  ‘ Things  are  the  copies  of 
Numbers.’  This  formula,  which  of  all  others  is  the  most 
favourable  to  the  notion  wo  are  combating,  will  on  a close 

* i.  5.  Perhaps  it  would  he  more  accurate  to  say,  ‘ Kumbers  are  the 

BejpnninK  of  things,  the  cause  of  their  material  existence  fots  : 

Aristotle  has  Iwforc  deftncnl  as  cm/sa  cap.  3)  and  of  their  modifi- 

cations (wt  wdOri  T«  ired 

The  whole  chapter  should  bo  consulted  by  those  who  believe  in  tho  sym- 
l>o]ical  rnmning;  a belief  Aristotle  had  certainly  no  suspicion  of.  I lutve  trans- 
lated all  the  passages  bearing  on  this  point  at  the  close  of  this  bH-clion. 
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inspection  exhibit  the  real  meaning  of  Pythagoras  to  be 
directly  the  reverse  of  symbolical.  Symbols  are  arbitrary 
marks,  bearing  no  resemblance  to  the  things  they  represent ; 
a,  b,  c,  X are  but  letters  of  the  alphabet ; the  mathematician 
makes  them  the  symbols  of  quantities,  or  of  things  ; but  no 
one  would  call  x the  copy  of  an  unknown  quantity.  But  what 
is  the  meaning  of  Things  being  copies  of  Numbers,  if  they  are 
Numbers  in  essence  ? The  meaning  we  must  seek  in  anterior 
explanations.  We  shall  there  find  that  Things  are  the  con- 
crete existences  of  abstract  Existence  ; and  that  when  Numbers 
are  said  to  be  the  principia,  it  is  meant  that  the  forms  of 
material  things,  the  original  essences,  which  remain  in- 
variable, are  Numbers.*  Thus  a stone  is  one  stone  ; as  such 
it  is  a copy  of  One ; it  is  the  realisation  of  the  abstract  One 
into  a concrete  stone.  Let  the  stone  be  ground  to  dust, 
and  the  particle  of  dust  is  still  a copy,  another  copy  of  the 
One. 

The  reader  will  bear  in  mind  that  we  have  only  a few 
mystical  expressions,  such  as,  ‘ Number  is  the  principle  of 
Things,’  handed  down  to  us  as  the  doctrines  of  a thinker 
who  created  a considerable  school,  and  whose  influence  on 
philosophy  was  undeniably  immense.  We  have  to  interpret 
these  expressions  as  we  best  can.  Above  all,  we  have  to 
give  them  some  appearance  of  plausibility ; and  this  not  so 
much  an  appearance  of  plausibility  to  modem  thinkers  as 
what  would  have  been  plausible  to  the  ancients.  Now,  as 
far  as  we  have  familiarised  ourselves  with  the  antique  modes 
of  thought,  our  interpretation  of  Pj-thagoras  is  one  which,  if 
not  the  true,  is  at  any  rate  very  analogous  to  it : by  such  a 
logical  process  he  might  have  arrived  at  his  conclusions,  and 
for  our  purpose  this  is  almost  the  same  as  if  he  had  arrived 
at  them  by  it. 

This  history  has  but  to  settle  two  questions  respecting 


• Hence  we  munt  caution  npiinst  supposing  Pjlhagoras  to  have  anticipnlecl 
the  theory  of  ‘dehnite  proportions/  Numbers  are  not  the  laws  of  combination, 
nor  tlie  expression  of  those  laws,  but  the  essences  wliich  renmin  invariable 
under  every  variety  of  combination. 
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Pytliagoras : first,  did  he  regard  Numbers  as  symbols  merely, 
or  as  entities  9 Second,  if  he  regarded  them  as  entities,  how 
could  he  have  arrived  at  such  an  opinion  9 The  second  of 
these  questions  has  been  answered  in  a hypothetical  manner 
in  the  remarks  just  made  ; but  of  course  the  explanation  is 
worthless  if  the  first  question  be  negatived,  and  to  that 
question  therefore  we  now  turn.  If  wo  arc  to  accept  the 
authority  of  Aristotle,  the  question  is  distinctly  and  de- 
cisively answered,  as  we  have  seen,  in  favour  of  the  reality  of 
Numbers.  It  is  true  that  doubts  are  thrown  on  the  authority 
of  Aristotle,  who  is  said  to  have  misunderstood  or  mis- 
represented the  Pythagorean  doctrine  ; but  when  we  consider 
the  comprehensiveness  and  exactness  of  Aristotle’s  mighty 
intellect ; when  we  consider  further  that  he  had  paid  more 
than  his  usual  attention  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Pythagoreans, 
having  written  a special  treatise  thereon,  we  shall  be  slow  to 
reject  any  statement  he  may  make,  unless  better  evidence  is 
produced  ; and  where  can  better  evidence  be  sought  9 Either 
we  must  accept  Aristotle,  or  be  silent  on  the  whole  matter  ; 
unless,  indeed,  we  prefer — as  many  prefer — oiir  own  sagacity 
to  his  authority.  It  may  be  stated  as  a final  consideration, 
that  the  view  taken  by  the  Stagirite  is  in  perfect  conformity 
with  the  opinions  of  Anaximander  ; so  that,  given  the  philo- 
sophy of  the  master,  we  might  a jiriori  deduce  the  opinions 
of  the  pupil.  . 

The  nature  of  this  Work  forbids  any  detailed  account  of 
the  various  opinions  attributed  to  Pythagoras  on  subsidiary 
points.  But  we  may  instance  his  celebrated  theory  of  the 
music  of  the  spheres  as  a good  specimen  of  the  deductive 
method  employed  by  him.  Assuming  that  eveiything  in  the 
great  Airangement  (Kotrfios),  which  he  called  the  world,  must 
be  harmoniously  arranged,  and  assuming  that  the  planets 
were  at  the  same  proportionate  distances  from  one  another 
as  the  divisions  of  the  monochord,  he  concluded  that  in 
passing  through  the  ether  they  must  make  a sound,  and  that 
this  sound  would  varj-  according  to  the  diversity  of  thefr 
magnitude,  velocity,  and  relative  distance.  Satuni  gave  the 
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deepest  tone,  as  being  the  furthest  from  the  earth ; the  Moon 
gave  the  shrillest,  as  being  nearest  to  the  earth. 

It  may  be  necessary  just  to  state  that  the  attempt  to  malce 
Pythagoras  a Monotheist  is  utterly  without  solid  basis,  and 
unworthy  of  detailed  refutation. 

His  doctrine  of  the  Transmigration  of  Souls  has  been  re- 
garded as  symbolical ; with  very'  little  reason,  or  rather  with 
no  reason  at  all.  He  defined  the  soul  to  be  a Monad  (unit) 
which  was  self-moved.*  Of  course  the  soul,  inasmuch  as  it 
was  a number,  was  One,  i.  e.  perfect.  But  all  perfection,  in 
as  far  as  it  is  moved,  must  pass  into  imperfection,  whence  it 
strives  to  regain  its  state  of  perfection.  Imperfection  he 
called  a departure  from  unity ; two  therefore  was  accursed. 

The  soul  in  man  is  in  a state  of  comparative  imperfection,  f 
It  has  three  elements,  Reason  {vovs),  Intelligence  {<f>p>jv),  and 
Passion  (Ovfios) : the  two  last  man  has  in  common  with 
brutes  ; the  first  is  his  distinguishing  characteristic.  It  has 
hence  been  concluded  that  Pythagoras  could  not  have  main- 
tained the  doctrine  of  transmigration,  his  distinguishing 
man  from  brutes  being  a refutation  of  those  who  charge  him 
with  the  doctrine.  J The  objection  is  plaiisible,  and  points 
out  a contradiction  ; but  there  is  abundant  evidence  for  the 
belief  that  transmigration  was  taught.^  Tlie  soul,  being  a 
self-moved  monad,  is  One,  whether  it  connect  itself  ^vitli  two 
or  with  three  ; in  other  words  the  essence  remains  the  same 
whatever  its  manifestations.  The  One  soul  may  have  two 
aspects.  Intelligence  and  Passion,  as  in  brutes ; or  it  may- 
have  the  three  aspects,  as  in  man.  Each  of  these  aspects 
may  predominate,  and  the  man  will  then  become  eminently 
rational,  or  able,  or  sensual.  He  will  be  a philosopher,  a 
man  of  the  world,  or  a beast.  Hence  the  importance  of  the 

• Amst<it.,  Dc  AniinS,  i.  2. 

t Thus  Aristotle  expresses  himself  when  he  says  that  the  Pythagoreans  main* 
lalnetl  the  soul  and  intelligence  to  he  a certain  pomhination  of  nuinbera,  ri  8« 
TOioeSl  {gc.  rtiy  hptBfuitf  va^os)  aal  yovs, — Mfinpk.^  }.  6. 

I PiERRB  Lkrocx,  Df  t Humanity,  i.  390-426. 

§ Pi.ATo  distinctly  mentions  the  transmigration  into  l>casts. — PhteJrvA,  p.  4/>. 
And  the  Pylhagorean  Timwus,  in  his  statement  of  the  doctrine,  also  expressly 
includes  beasts. — TimofM,  p.  45. 
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Pythagorean  iiiitiatioii,  and  of  the  studies  of  Mathematics 
and  Music. 

‘ Tliis  soul,  which  can  look  before  and  after,  can  shrink 
and  slirivel  itself  into  an  incapacity  of  contemplating  aught 
but  the  present  moment.  Of  what  depths  of  degeneracy  it  is 
capable  ! AVhat  a beast  it  may  become  ! And  if  something 
lower  than  itself,  why  not  something  higher  ? And  if  some- 
thing higher  and  lower,  may  there  not  be  a law  accurately 
determining  its  elevation  and  descent  ? Each  soul  has  its 
peculiar  evil  tastes,  bringing  it  to  the  likeness  of  different 
creatures  beneath  itself;  why  may  it  not  be  under  the  ne- 
cessity of  abiding  in  the  condition  of  that  thing  to  which  it 
had  adapted  and  reduced  itself?  ’ * 

In  closing  this  acconnt  of  a very  imperfectly-known 
doctrine,  we  have  only  further  to  exhibit  its  relation  to  the 
preceding  philosophy.  It  is  clearly  an  offshoot  of  Anaxi- 
mander's doctrine,  which  it  developes  in  a logical  man- 
ner. In  Anaximander  there  remained  a trace  of  concrete  phy- 
sical inquiry  ; in  Pythagoras  inquiry  is  purely  mathematical. 
Assuming  that  Number  is  the  real  invariable  essence  of  the 
world,  it  was  a natural  deduction  that  the  world  is  regidated 
by  numerical  proportions ; and  from  this  all  the  rest  of  his 
system  followed  as  a consequence.  Anaximander’s  system  is 
but  a rude  and  daring  sketch  of  a doctrine  which  the  great 
mathematical  genhjs  of  Pythagoras  developed.  Tlie  Infinite 
of  Anaximander  became  the  One  of  Pythagoras.  Observe 
that  in  neither  of  these  sj’stems  is  Mind  an  attribute  of  the 
Infinite.  It  has  been  frequently  maintained  that  Pythagoras 
taught  the  doctrine  of  a ‘ soul  of  the  world.’  But  there  is  no 
solid  ground  for  the  opinion,  any  more  than  for  that  of  his 
Theism,  which  later  writers  anxiously  attributed  to  him. 
The  conception  of  an  Infinite  Mind  is  much  later  than 
Pythagoras.  He  only  regarded  Mind  as  a phenomenon  ; as 
the  peculiar  manifestation  of  an  essential  number : and  the 
proof  of  this  assertion  we  take  to  lie  in  his  very  doctrine  of 
the  soul.  If  the  Monad,  which  is  self-moved,  can  pass  into 

* Mavrice,  Moral  and  MctaphyMcal  PkiU>s>'ph^. 
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the  state  of  a bnite  or  of  a plant,  in  which  state  it 
successively  loses  its  Reason  (vom)  and  its  Intelligence  {4>pvi>) 
to  become  merely  sensual  and  concupiscible,  does  not  this 
abdication  of  Reason  and  Intelligence  distinctly  prove  them 
to  be  only  variable  manifestations  (phenomena)  of  the  in- 
variable Essence  ? Assuredly ; and  those  who  argue  for  the 
Soul  of  the  World  as  an  Intelligence  in  the  Pythagorean 
doctrine,  must  renounce  both  the  doctrine  of  transmigration 
and  the  central  doctrine  of  the  system,  the  invariable  Number 
as  the  Essence  of  things. 

Pythagoras  represents  the  second  epoch  of  the  second 
Branch  of  Ionian  Philosophy;  he  is  parallel  with  Anaximenes. 


Tran*lntionx  from  the  tyth  Chopter  of  Book  I.  of  Aristotle's 
Metaphysics. 

‘ In  the  age  of  these  philosophei’s  [the  Eleats  and 
Atomists],  and  even  before  them,  lived  those  called  Pytha- 
goreans, who  at  first  applied  themselves  to  mathematies,  a 
science  they  improved ; and,  having  been  trained  exclusively 
in  it,  they  fancied  that  the  principles  of  mathematics  were 
the  principles  of  all  things. 

‘ Since  numbers  are  by  nature  prior  to  all  things,  in 
Numbers  they  thought  they  perceived  greater  analogies  with 
that  which  exists  and  that  which  is  produced  {opottofiara 
iroXXct,  Tois  ovoi  xal  yiyvofi^nots)  than  in  fire,  earth,  or  water. 
So  that  a certain  combination  of  Numbera  was  justice;  and 
a certain  other  combination  of  Numbers  was  Reason  and 
Intelligence;  and  a certain  other  combination  of  Numbers 
was  opportunity  {xatpos)  ; and  so  of  the  rest. 

‘ Moreover  they  saw  in  Numbers  the  combinations  of  har- 
mony. Since  therefore  all  things  seemed  fiirmed  similarly 
to  Numbers,  and  Numbers  being  by  nature  anterior  to  things, 
they  concluded  that  the  elements  {a-roixela)  of  Numbers  are 
the  elements  of  things,  and  that  the  whole  heaven  is  a 
harmony  and  a Nuinboi’.  Having  indicated  the  great  aiia- 
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logics  between  Numbers  and  the  phenomena  of  heaven  and 
its  parts,  and  with  the  phenomena  of  the  whole  world  {rfjp 
oXrjv  BiaxocTfiTjaiv)  they  formed  a system  ; and  if  any  gap  was 
apparent  in  the  system,  they  used  every  effort  to  restore  the 
connection.  Tims,  since  Ten  appeared  to  them  a perfect 
number,  potentially  containing  all  numbers,  they  declared 
that  the  moving  celestial  bodies  (rd  tfnpofieva  Kari  top 
ovpavop)  were  ten  in  number ; but  because  only  nine  are 
visible  they  imagined  (noioOcn)  a tenth,  tlie  Antichthone. 

‘ We  have  treated  of  aU  these  things  more  in  detail  else- 
where. But  the  reason  why  we  recur  to  them  is  this — that 
we  may  learn  from  tliese  philosophers  also  what  they  lay 
down  as  their  first  principles,  and  by  what  process  they  hit 
upon  the  causes  aforesaid, 

‘ They  maintained  that  Number  was  the  Beginning  (Prin- 
ciple, ap-xfi)  of  things,  the  cause  of  their  material  existence, 
and  of  their  modifications  and  different  states.  The  elements 
{aroi-)(tla)  of  Number  are  Odd  and  Even.  The  Odd  is  finite, 
the  Even  Infinite.  Unity,  the  One,  partakes  of  both  these, 
and  is  both  Odd  and  Even.  All  number  is  derived  from  the 
One.  The  heavens,  as  we  said  before,  are  composed  of  num- 
bers. Other  Pythagoreans  say  there  are  ten  Principia,  those 
called  co-ordinates : — 

The  finite  and  the  infinite. 

The  odd  and  the  even. 

The  one  and  the  many. 

The  right  and  the  left. 

The  male  and  the  female. 

The  quiescent  and  the  moving. 

The  right  line  and  the  curve. 

Light  and  darkness. 

Good  and  evil. 

The  square  and  the  oblong. 

‘ . . . All  the  Pjdhagoreans  considered  the  elements  as 
material ; for  the  elements  are  in  all  things,  and  constitute 
the  world.  . . . 

‘ . . . The  finite,  the  infinite,  and  the  One  they  maintained 
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to  be  not  separate  existences,  such  as  are  fire,  water,  etc. ; but 
the  abstract  Infinite  and  the  abstract  One  are  respectively 
the  substance  of  the  things  of  which  they  are  predicated, 
and  hence,  too.  Number  is  the  substance  of  all  things  (avro 
TO  aveipov,  koX  aino  to  'iv,  oiicriav  tivai  tovtov).  They  began  by 
attending  only  to  the  Form,  and  began  to  define  it ; but  on 
this  subject  they  were  very  imperfect.  They  define  super- 
ficially ; and  that  which  suited  their  definition  they  declared 
to  be  the  essence  (eaiim  maierialig)  of  the  thing  defined ; as 
if  one  should  maintain  that  the  double  and  the  number  two 
are  the  same  thing,  because  the  double  is  first  found  in  the 
two.  But  two  and  the  double  are  not  equal  (in  essence),  or 
if  so,  then  the  one  would  be  many;  a consequence  which 
follows  from  their  (the  Pj-thagorean)  doctrine.’ 

(Here  aho  a jmsgage  from  the  7th  Chapter  of  the  same  Book.) 

‘ The  Pythagoreans  employ  the  Principia  and  Elements 
more  strangelj'  than  even  the  Physiologists ; the  cause  of 
which  is  that  they  do  not  take  them  from  sensible  things  (a^dj 
oi/K  if  alaOtyrSiv).  However  all  their  researches  are  physical ; 
all  their  systems  are  physical.  They  explain  the  production 
of  heaven,  and  observe  that  which  takes  place  in  its  various 
parts,  and  its  revolutions ; and  thus  they  employ  their 
Principles  and  Causes,  as  if  they  agreed  with  the  Physio- 
logists, that  whatever  is  is  material  {alaOrjTov),  and  is  that 
which  contains  what  we  call  heaven. 

‘ But  their  Causes  and  Principles  we  should  pronounce 
sufficient  (i/vavdt)  to  raise  them  up  to  the  conception  of 
Litelligible  things — of  things  above  sense  {tTrai’a/Sgrat  xal 
irrl  rd  uKoripo)  tS)v  ovratv)  ; and  woiild  accord  with  srich  a 
conception  much  better  than  with  that  of  2)hysical  things.’ 

This  criticism  of  Aristotle’s  is  a refutation  of  those  who  see 
in  Pythagoras  the  traces  of  symbolical  doctrine.  Aristotle 
sees  how  much  more  rational  the  doctrine  would  have  been 
had  it  been  symbolical ; but  this  very  remark  proves  that  it 
was  not  so. 
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THF.  ELEATICS. 

§ I.  Xenophanes. 

rpHE  contradictory  statements  which  so  long  obscured  the 
JL  question  of  the  date  of  Xenophanes’  birth,  may  now  be 
said  to  be  satisfactorily  cleared  up.  M.  Victor  Cousin’s  essay 
on  the  subject  will  leave  few  readers  unconvinced.*  We  may 
assert  therefore  with  some  probability,  that  Xenophanes  was 
born  in  the  40th  Oljinpiad  (n.  c.  620-GK5),  and  that  he  lived 
nearly  a hundred  years.  His  birth-place  was  Colophon,  an 
Ionian  city  of  Asia  Minor ; a city  long  famous  as  the  seat  of 
elegiac  and  gnomic  poetry  ; the  poet  Mimnermus  was  among 
its  celebrated  men.  Xenophanes  cultivated  poetry  from 
youth  upwards ; it  was  the  joy  of  his  youth,  the  consolation 
of  his  mauliood,  and  support  of  his  old-age.  Banished  from 
his  native  city,  he  wandered  over  Sicily  as  a Rhapsodist ; f 
a profession  he  exercised  apparently  till  his  death,  though, 
if  we  are  to  credit  Plutarch,  with  verj'  little  pecuniary 
benefit.  He  lived  poor,  and  died  poor.  But  he  could  dis- 
j>cnse  with  riches,  having  within  him  treasures  inexhaustible  : 
his  soul  was  absorbed  in  the  contemplation  of  grand  ideas, 
and  his  vocation  was  the  poetical  expression  of  those  ideas. 
He  had  no  pity  for  the  idle  and  luxiu-ious  siH)er8titions  of 
his  time ; he  had  no  tolerance  for  the  sunny  legends  of 
Homer,  defaced  as  they  were  by  the  errors  of  polytheism. 

* Cocsix:  youvtaiuc  Fragnuns  Philosophiqv(s.  See  aLx)  Karpten  r Xrnophanh 
Carminum 

t The  Rhapsodista  were  the  Minstrels  of  antiquity.  They  learned  poems  by 
heart,  and  recited  them  to  assembled  crowds  on  the  ocoisions  of  feasts.  Homer 
was  a rh.ipsodist,  and  rhapsodised  his  own  verses. 
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He,  a poet,  was  fierce  in  tlie  combat  he  perpetually  waged 
with  the  first  of  poets  : not  from  petty  envy ; not  from  petty 
ignorance ; but  from  the  deep  sincerity  and  enthusiasm  of 
reverence.  He  who  believed  in  one  God,  supreme  in  power, 
goodness,  and  intelligence,  could  not  witness  without  pain  the 
degradation  of  the  Divine  in  the  common  rehgion.  Alive  to  the 
p)oetic  beauty  of  the  Homeric  fables,  he  was  also  keenly  alive 
to  their  religious  falsehood.  Plato,  whom  none  will  accuse 
of  wanting  poetical  taste,  had  the  same  feeUng.  The  latter 
portion  of  the  second  and  the  beginning  of  the  third  books 
of  Plato’s  llcpuhlic  are  but  expansions  of  these  verses  of 
Xenophanes : — 

Such  things  of  the  Gods  are  related  by  TIomer  ami  Ilesiod 
As  would  be  shame  and  abiding  dif»grace  to  any  of  mankind; 

Promises  bnjken,  and  thefU,  and  the  one  deceiving  the  other. 

He  who  firmly  believed  in 

One  God,  of  all  Wings  divine  and  human  the  greatest, 

Neither  in  hotly  alike  unto  mortals,  neither  in  spirit,* 

could  not  but  see,  ‘ more  in  sorrow  than  in  anger,’  the  gross 
anthropomorphism  of  his  fellows : — 

Put  men  fixtlishly  think  that  Gods  are  bom  like  as  men  are, 

And  have  too  a dress  like  their  own,  and  their  Toice  and  their  figure : 

Put  if  oxen  and  lions  had  hands  like  ours,  and  fingers, 

Then  would  horst'S  Hke  unto  horses,  and  oxen  to  oxen, 

Paint  and  fashion  their  g»jd  forms,  and  give  to  tliem  bodies 
Of  like  shape  to  their  own,  as  they  themselves  too  are  fashioned.f 

In  confirmation  of  which  satire  he  referred  to  the  Ethio- 
pians, who  represent  their  gods  with  flat  noses  and  black 

* This  is  too  important  a position  to  admit  of  our  passing  over  the  original : — 
Elt  i¥  T<  0cpT«ti  Kol  /i^arrof, 

Oth*  l4ftos  6y7rro7<ri¥  6fiot£ot  othf  r^ij/xo. — Fraffm.  i.,  ed.  Kahstkx. 
■\ViooERS,  in  his  Life  of  Socrates^  expresses  his  surprise  tliat  Xenophanes  was 
allowed  to  speak  so  ftHnly  rt'specting  the  State  Helicon  in  Magna  Gncda,  when 
philosophical  opinions  much  less  connecf»*d  with  religion  Iiad  proved  so  fatal  to 
Anaxagoras  in  Athens.  Put  the  apparent  contradiction  is  i>erhap8  reconciled 
when  wo  remember  that  Xenophanc«  was  a poet,  and  poets  have  in  all  ages  been 
6^)mcwhat  pririleged  ji^  rsons. 

t Fragments  v.  and  ri.  are  hero  united,  as  in  Bitter;  the  sense  seems  to  demand 
this  cot\janction.  But  Clemens  Alexandrinus  quotes  the  s<-cond  Fragment  ivs  if  it 
oocur^Hl  in  another  part  of  the  poem ; introducing  it  with  «ral  roAiv  <pna\,  * and 
again  he  says.* — Kaustek,  p.  41. 
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complexions  ; while  the  Thracians  give  them  blue  eyes  and 
ruddy  complexions. 

Having  attained  a clear  recognition  of  the  unity  and 
])erfection  of  the  Godliead,  it  became  the  object  of  his  life  to 
spread  that  conviction  abroad,  and  to  tear  down  the  thick 
veil  of  superstition  which  hid  the  august  countenance  of 
truth.  He  looked  around  him,  and  saw  mankind  divided 
into  two  classes : those  who  speculated  on  the  nature  of 
things,  endeavouring  to  raise  themselves  up  to  a recognition 
of  the  Di>Tne ; and  those  who  yielded  an  easy  unreflecting 
assent  to  the  superstitions  which  composed  religion.  The 
first  class  kept  their  speculations  to  themselves,  and  to  a 
small  circle  of  disciples.  If  they  sought  truth,  it  was  not  to 
communicate  it  to  all  minds  ; they  did  not  work  for  humanity, 
but  for  the  few.  Even  Pythagoras,  earnest  thinker  as  he 
was,  could  not  be  made  to  believe  in  the  fitness  of  the  multi- 
tude for  truth.  He  had  two  doctrines  to  teach  : one  for  a 
few  disciples,  whom  he  chose  with  extreme  caution ; the 
otlier  for  those  who  pleased  to  listen.  The  former  doctrine 
was  what  he  believed  the  truth ; the  latter  was  what  he 
thought  the  masses  were  fitted  to  receive.  Xenophanes 
recognised  no  such  distinction.  Truth  was  for  all  men  ; to 
all  men  he  endeavoured  to  present  it ; and  for  three-quarters 
of  a century  he,  the  great  rhapsodist  of  Truth,  emulated  his 
countryman  Homer,  the  great  rhapsodist  of  Beauty,  and 
wandered  into  many  lands,  uttering  the  thought  which  was 
working  in  him.  What  a contrast  is  presented  by  these  two 
Ionian  singers ! contrast  in  purpose,  in  means,  and  in  fate. 
The  rhapsodies  of  the  philosopher,  once  so  eagerly  listened  to 
and  aSectionately  preserved  in  traditionary  fiagments,  are 
now  only  extant  in  briefest  extracts  contained  in  ancient 
books,  so  ancient  and  so  uninteresting  as  to  be  visited  only 
by  some  rare  scholars  and  a few  dilettanti  spiders ; while  the 
rhapsodies  of  tlie  blind  singer  are  living  in  the  brain  and 
heart  of  thousands  and  thousands,  who  go  back  to  them  as 
the  fountain-source  of  poetry,  the  crystal  mirror  of  an  an- 
tique world. 
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The  world  presented  itself  to  Homer  in  pictures,  to  Xeno- 
phanes in  problems.  The  one  saw  Nature,  enjoyed  it,  and 
painted  it.  Tlie  other  also  saw  Nature,  but  questioned  it, 
and  wrestled  with  it.  Every  trait  in  Homer  is  sunny  clear ; 
in  Xenophanes  there  is  indecision,  confusion.  In  Homer 
there  is  a resonance  of  gladness,  a sense  of  manifold  life, 
activity,  and  enjoyment.  In  Xenoplianes  there  is  bitterness, 
activity  of  a spasmodic  sort,  inlinite  doubt,  and  infinite  sad- 
ness. The  one  was  a poet  singing  as  the  bird  sings,  carolling 
for  very  exuberance  of  life ; the  other  was  a thinker,  and  a 
fanatic.  He  did  not  suig,  he  recited  : 

Ah ! how  unlike 
To  tliat  larg<*  uttemuce  of  the  earl,v 

That  the  earnest  philosopher  should  have  opposed  the 
sunny  poet,  oi>posed  him  even  with  bitterness,  on  account  of 
the  degraded  actions  and  motives  which  he  attributed  to  the 
Gods,  is  natural ; but  we  must  distinguish  between  this 
opposition  and  satire.  Xenophanes  was  bitter,  not  satirical. 
The  statement  derived  from  Diogenes,  that  he  wrote  satires 
against  Homer  and  Hesiod,  is  erroneous.* 

EhapstKlising  jdiilosophy,  and  availing  himself,  for  that 
j)uriKise,  of  all  that  philosophers  had  discovered,  he  wandered 
from  place  to  jdace,  and  at  last  came  to  Elea,  where  he 
settled.  Hegel  questions  this  statement : he  says  he  finds 
no  distinct  mention  of  such  a fact  in  any  of  the  ancient 
writers ; on  the  contrary,  Strabo,  in  his  sixth  book,  when 
describing  Elea,  sjxniks  of  Parmenides  and  Zeno  as  ha\"ing 
lived  there,  but  is  silent  respecting  Xenophanes ; which 
Hegel  holds  to  be  suspicious.  Indeed  the  words  of  Diogenes 
Liiei-tius  are  vague.  He  Bays,  ‘ Xenophanes  wrote  two 
thousand  verses  on  the  foxmdation  of  Colophon,  and  on  a 
colony  sent  to  Elea.’  This  by  no  means  implies  that  he 


* Ftypeupt  <ra)  iy  wot  *\€ydai,  >cai  Idfjifiovs  itarA  *H<ri6Zov  ico)  'Ofiijpov. 

Ift-re,  says  M.  Cot’SiJf,  tho  wonl  lip$ovs  is  either  an  iuterjxjiHtion  of  a cupjnst,  aa 
Feurlia  and  Rossi  c'oujecture,  or  else  it  is  a mis-staJenu  nt  by  Diogenes.  There  is 
Dot  a single  iambic  verse  of  his  remaiuing.  But  in  his  hexameters  he  opposes 
Homer  and  llesiod,  us  we  have  seen. 
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lived  there.  Nevertheless  modern  writers,  from  the  various 
connections  with  the  Eleatics  observable  in  his  fragments, 
maintain  that  he  must  actually  have  resided  there.  Be  that 
lus  it  may,  Xenophanes  terminated  a long  and  active  life 
without  having  solved  the  great  problem.  Tlie  indecision  of 
his  acute  mind  sowed  the  seeds  of  that  scepticism  which  was 
hereafter  to  play  so  large  a part  in  philosophy.  All  his 
knowledge  enabled  him  only  to  know  how  little  he  knew. 
His  state  of  mind  is  finely  described  by  Timon  the  sillograph, 
who  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Xenophanes  these  words  : — 

Oh  that  mine  were  the  deep  mind,  prudent  and  looking  to  both  sides! 

I»ng.  alas ! have  I stniyed  on  the  road  of  error,  beguiled, 

And  am,  now,  hoary  of  years,  yet  exposed  to  doubt  and  distraction 
Manifold,  all-perplexing,  for  whithersoever  I turn  me 
I am  lust  in  the  One  and  All. — tv  raifr6  re  iroe  &>>«\orro.)  • 

It  now  remains  for  us  to  state  some  of  the  conclusions 
at  which  this  great  man  arrived.  They  will  not,  perhaps, 
answer  to  the  reader's  expectation  ; the  reputation  for  extra- 
ordinary wisdom  seems  ill  justified  by  the  fragments  of  that 
wisdom  which  have  descended  to  us.  But  although  to 
modem  philosophy  the  conclusions  of  early  tliinkers  may 
appeiir  trivial,  let  us  never  forget  tliat  it  is  to  these  early 
thinkers  that  we  owe  our  modem  philosophy.  Had  there 
not  been  many  a 

Groy  spirit  yparning  in  desire 
To  follow  kuowledgi',  like  n sinking  slar, 

Beyond  the  utmost  bound  of  human  thought, 

we  should  not  have  been  able  to  travel  on  the  secure  terres- 
trial path  of  slow  inductive  science.  The  impossible  has  to 
bo  proved  impossible,  before  men  will  consent  to  limit  their 
endeavours  to  the  compassing  of  the  possible.  And  it  was 
the  cry  of  despair  which  escaped  from  Xenophanes,  the  cry 
that  nothing  can  be  certainly  known,  which  first  called  men’s 
attention  to  the  nothingness  of  knowledge,  as  knowledge 
was  then  conceived.  Xenophanes  opens  a series  of  thinkers, 
wliich  attained  its  climax  in  P^Trho.  That  he  should  thus 

* I’resfTVrtl  by  .Skxtus  Ejcpihicvs:  Ht/pot.  Pi/rrhon,  i.  221;  and  quoted  by 
UlTTEU,  i.  113. 
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have  been  at  the  head  of  the  monotheists,  and  at  the  head  of 
the  sceptics,  is  suificient  to  entitle  his  speculations  to  an 
extended  consideration  here. 


§ n.  The  Philosophy  op  Xenophanes. 

Tlie  great  problem  of  existence  had  early  presented  itself 
to  his  mind ; and  the  resolution  of  that  problem  by  Thales 
and  Pythagoras  had  left  him  imsatisfied.  Neither  the 
physical  nor  the  mathematical  explanation  could  still  the 
doubts  which  rose  within  him.  On  all  sides  he  was  oppressed 
with  mysteries,  which  these  doctrines  could  not  iK?netrate. 
Tlie  state  of  his  mind  is  graphically  painted  in  that  one 
phrase  of  Aristotle’s  : ‘ Casting  his  eyes  upwards  at  the  im- 
mensity of  heaven,  he  declared  that  The  One  is  God.’  Over- 
arching him  was  the  deep  blue,  infinite  vault,  immovable, 
imchangeable,  embracing. him  and  all  things;  that  he  pro- 
claimed to  be  God.  As  Thales  had  gazed  abroad  upon  the 
sea,  and  felt  that  he  wiis  resting  on  its  infinite  bosom,  so 
Xenophanes  gazed  above  him  at  the  sky,  and  felt  that  he 
was  encompassed  by  it.  Moreover  it  was  a great  mystery, 
inviting  yet  defying  scrutiny.  The  sun  and  moon  whirled  to 
and  fro  through  it ; the  stars  were 

Pinnacled  dim  in  its  intense  inane. 

The  earth  was  constantly  aspiring  to  it  in  the  shape  of 
vapour ; the  souls  of  men  were  perpetually  aspiring  to  it  with 
vague  yearnings.  It  was  the  centre  of  all  existence  ; it  was 
Existence  itself.  It  was  The  One — the  Immovable,  on  w'hose 
bosom  the  Many  were  moved. 

Is  not  this  the  explanation  of  that  opinion  universally 
attributed  to  him,  but  always  variously  interpreted,  ‘ God  is  a 
sphere  ’ ? The  Heaven  encompassing  him  and  all  things, 
was  it  not  The  One  Sphere  which  he  proclaimed  to  be  God  ? 

It  is  very  true  that  this  explanation  does  not  exactly 
accord  with  his  physics,  especially  with  that  part  which 
relates  to  the  earth  being  a fiat  surface  whose  inferior  regions 
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are  infinite — by  which  he  explained  the  fixity  of  the  earth. 
M.  Cousin,  in  consequence  of  this  discrepancy,  would  inteiq)ret 
the  phrase  as  metaphorical.  ‘ The  epithet  spherical  is  simply 
a Greek  locution  to  indicate  the  perfect  equality  and  absolute 
unity  of  God,  and  of  which  a sphere  may  be  an  image.  Tlie 
(T^ipiKos  of  the  Greeks  is  the  rotundas  of  the  Latins.  It  is 
a metaphorical  expression  such  as  that  of  square,  meaning 
perfect ; an  expression  which,  though  now  become  trivial, 
had  at  the  birth  of  mathematical  science  something  noble 
and  elevated  in  it,  and  is  found  in  most  elevated  compositions 
of  i>oetry.  Simonides  speaks  of  a “ man  square  as  to  his 
feet,  his  hands,  and  his  mind,”  meaning  an  accomplished 
man  ; and  the  metaphor  is  also  used  by  Aristotle.  It  is  not 
therefore  surprising  that  Xenophanes,  a poet  as  well  as  a 
philosopher,  writing  in  verse,  and  incapable  of  finding  the 
metaphysical  expression  which  answered  to  his  ideas,  should 
have  borrowed  from  the  language  of  imagination  the  expres- 
sion which  would  best  render  his  idea.’ 

We  should  be  tempted  to  adopt  this  explanation  could  we 
be  satisfied  that  the  Physics  of  Xenophanes  were  precisely 
what  it  is  said  they  were,  or  that  they  wore  such  at  the 
epoch  in  which  he  maintained  the  sphericity  of  God.  This 
latter  difficulty  is  insuper.ible,  but  has  been  unobserved  by 
all  critics.  A man  who  lives  a hundred  years  neccssaril}^ 
changes  his  opinions  on  such  subjects ; and  when  opinions 
are  so  lightly  grounded  as  were  those  of  philosophers  at  that 
epoch,  it  is  but  natural  to  admit  that  the  changes  may  have 
been  frequent  and  abrupt.  In  this  special  instance,  scholars 
have  been  aware  of  the  very  great  and  irreconcilable  contra- 
dictions existing  between  certain  opinions  equally  authentic ; 
showing  him  to  have  lx;cn  decidedly  Physical  in  one  depart- 
ment, and  as  decidedly  Mathematical  in  another. 

As  to  the  case  in  point,  Aristotle’s  express  statement  of 
Xenophanes  having  ‘ looked  up  at  heaven,  and  pronounced 
The  One  to  be  God,’  is  manifestly  at  variance  with  any  belief 
in  the  infinity  of  the  lower  regions  of  the  earth.  The  One 
must  be  the  Infinite. 
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To  return,  however,  to  his  Monotheism,  or  more  properly 
Pantheism,  which  is  the  greatest  peculiarity  of  his  doctrine : 
he  not  only  destroyed  the  notion  of  a midtiplicity  of  Gods, 
but  he  proclaimed  the  Self-existence  and  Intelligence  of  The 
One. 

God  must  bo  Sedf-existent ; for  to  conceive  Being  as  in- 
cipient is  impossible.  Nothing  can  be  produced  from  Nothing. 
Wlienee,  therefore,  was  Being  produced  ? From  itself?  No ; 
for  then  it  must  have  been  already  in  existence  to  produce 
itself,  othemvise  it  would  have  been  2>roduced  from  nothing. 

, Hence  the  primary  law : Being  is  self-existent.  If  self- 
existent,  consequently  eternal. 

As  in  this  it  is  implied  that  God  is  all-powerful  and  aU- 
wise  and  all-existent,  a multiplicity  of  Gods  is  inconceivable. 

It  also  follows  that  God  is  immovable,  when  considered  as 
The  AU:— 

Wliolly  nnraoTpU  and  nnmoving  it  ever  remains  in  the  same  plaee, 

AVithout  change  in  its  place  when  at  times  it  changes  appearance. 

The  All  must  be  unmoved ; there  is  nothing  to  move  it. 
It  cannot  move  itself ; for  to  do  so  it  must  be  external  to 
itself. 

We  must  not  suppose  that  he  denied  motion  to  finite  things 
becau.se  he  denied  it  to  the  Infinite.  He  only  tnaintained 
that  The  All  was  unmoved.  Finite  things  were  moved  by 
God:  ‘w'ithout  labour  he  ruleth  all  things  by  reason  and 
insight.’  His  monotheism  was  carefully  distinguished  from 
authroimmorphism,  as  the  verses  previously  quoted  have 
alremly  exemplified.  Let  us  only  further  remark  on  the 
passage  in  Diogenes  Laertius,  wherein  he  is  said  to  have 
maintained  that  ‘ God  did  not  resemble  man,  for  he  heard 
and  saw  all  things  without  respiration.’  This  is  manif»>stly 
an  allusion  to  the  doctrine  of  Anaximenes  that  the  soul  was 
air.  The  intelligence  of  God,  being  utterly  unlike  that  of 
man,  is  said  to  be  independent  of  respiration.* 

* Only  by  thus  connecting  one  doctrine  with  another  can  we  hoix*  to  nmb  r^fand 
ancient  philosophy.  It  is  in  Tain  that  wc  puzzle  ourselves  with  the  attempt  to 
penetrate  the  moaning  of  these  antique  fragments  of  thought  unless  wc  view  them 
in  relation  to  the  opinions  of  their  epoch. 
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It  is  necessarj'  to  caution  the  reader  against  the  supposi- 
tion that  by  the  One  God  Xenophanes  meant  a Personal  God 
distinct  from  tlie  universe.  He  was  a monotheist  in  contra- 
distinction to  hLs  polythcistical  contemporaries ; but  his 
monotheism  was  pantheism.  Indeed  this  point  would  never 
have  been  doubted,  notwithstanding  the  ambiguity  of  lan- 
guage, if  modems  had  steadily  kept  before  their  minds  the 
conceptions  held  by  the  Greeks  of  their  Gods  as  personifica- 
tions of  the  Powers  of  Nature.  Wlien  Xenophanes  argued 
against  the  polytheism  of  his  contemporaries,  he  argued 
against  their  personifying  as  distinct  deities  the  various 
as2)ects  of  The  Onp  ; he  was  wroth  with  their  degradation  of 
the  divine  nature  by  assimilating  it  to  human  nature,  by 
making  these  powers  perscm^i,  and  independent  existences — 
conceptions  irreconcilable  with  that  of  the  unity  of  God. 
He  was  a monotheist  therefore,  but  his  monotheism  was 
pantheism ; he  could  not  separate  God  from  the  world,  which 
was  merely  the  manifestation  of  God ; Ho  could  not  conceive 
God  as  the  One  Existent,  and  admit  the  existence  of  a world 
not  God.  There  could  be  but  One  Existence  with  many 
modes ; that  one  was  God. 

There  is  another  tenet  of  almost  equal  importance  in  his 
system,  and  one  which  marks  the  origin  of  that  scei)tieal 
philosophy  which  we  shall  see  henceforward  riuining  through 
all  the  evolutions  of  this  historj',  always  determining  a crisis 
in  speculation.  Up  to  the  time  of  Xenophanes  philosophy 
was  unsusi)ectingly  dogmatical ; it  never  afterwards  recovered 
that  simple  position.  He  it  was  who  began  to  doubt,  and  to 
confess  the  incompetence  of  Reason  to  solve  doubts  and 
compass  the  exalted  aims  of  philosophy.  Yet  the  doubt 
was  moral  rather  than  psychological.  It  was  no  systematic 
scepticism : an  earnest  spirit  struggling  after  Truth,  when- 
ever he  obtained,  or  thought  he  obtained,  a glimpse  of  her 
celestial  countenance  he  proclaimed  his  discovery,  however  it 
might  contradict  what  he  had  before  announced.  Long 
travel,  various  experience,  examination  of  different  systems, 
new  and  contradictory  glimpses  of  the  i)roblcm  he  was 
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desirous  of  solving — these  working  together  produced  in  his 
mind  a scepticism  of  a noble,  somewhat  touching  sort.,  wholly 
unlike  that  of  his  successors.  It  was  the  combat  of  contra- 
dictory opinions  in  his  mind,  rather  than  disdain  of  know- 
ledge. His  faith  was  steady,  his  opinions  vacillating.  He 
had  a profound  conviction  of  the  existence  of  an  eternal, 
all-wise,  infinite  Being;  but  this  belief  he  was  unable  to 
reduce  to  a consistent  formula.  There  is  deep  sadness  in 
these  verses : — 

Sun  ly  never  Imtli  been,  nor  over  shall  be  a mortal 

Knowing  both  well  the  Gods  and  the  All,  whose  nature  we  treat  of ; 

For  when  by  chance  he  at  times  may  utter  the  true  and  the  perfect, 

He  wists  not  unconscious  ; /or  error  is  spread  oi'er  all  things. 

In  vain  M.  Cousin  attempts  to  prove  that  these  verses  are 
not  sceptical ; many  of  the  recorded  opinions  of  Xenophanes 
are  of  the  same  tendency.  The  man  who  had  lived  to  find 
his  most  cherished  convictions  turn  out  errors,  might  well 
be  sceptical  of  the  truth  of  any  of  his  opinions.  But  this 
scepticism  was  vague;  it  did  not  prevent  his  proclaiming 
what  he  held  to  be  the  truth ; it  did  not  prevent  his  search 
after  truth. 

For  although  Truth  could  never  be  compassed  in  its 
totality  bj’  man,  glimpses  could  be  caught.  'A\\A  xpoiw 
firrowrei  i<^tvpi<TKOvaiv  a/iitvov : we  cannot  indeed  be  certain 
that  our  knowledge  is  absolute ; we  can  only  strive  our 
utmost,  and  believe  our  opinions  to  bo  probable.  This  is  not 
scientific  scepticism ; it  does  not  ground  itself  on  an  investi- 
gation of  the  nature  of  Intelligence  and  the  sources  of  our 
knowledge : it  grounds  itself  sole!}’  on  the  perplexities  into 
which  philosophy  is  tlirown.  Thus  reason  (i.  e.  the  logic  of 
his  da}')  taught  him  that  God  the  Infinite  could  not  be 
infinite,  neither  could  he  be  finite.  Not  infinite,  because 
non-being  alone,  as  having  neither  beginning,  middle,  nor 
end,  is  unlimited  (infinite).  Not  finite,  because  one  thing 
can  only  be  limited  by  another,  and  God  is  one,  not  many. 

In  like  manner  did  logic  teach  him  that  GckI  was  neither 
moved  nor  unmoved.  Not  moved,  because  one  thing  can 
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only  be  moved  by  another,  and  God  is  one,  not  many ; not 
unmoved,  because  non-being  alone  is  unmoved,  inasmuch  as 
it  neither  goes  to  another,  nor  does  another  come  to  it. 

With  such  verbal  quibbles  as  these  did  this  gfreat  thinker 
darken  his  conception  of  the  Deity.  They  were  not  quibbles 
to  him ; they  were  the  real  conclusions  involved  in  the 
premises  from  which  he  reasoned.  To  have  doubted  their 
validity  would  have  been  to  doubt  the  possibility  of  philo- 
sophy. He  was  not  quite  prepared  for  that ; and  Aristotle 
in  consequence  calls  him  ‘ somewhat  clownish,’  aypoiKOTipos 
(Met.  i.  6) ; meaning  that  his  conceptions  were  rude  and 
undigested,  instead  of  being  systematised. 

Although  in  the  indecision  of  Xenophanes  we  see  the 
germs  of  later  scepticism,  we  are  disposed  to  ag^ee  with 
M.  Cousin  in  discrediting  his  absolute  scepticism — resting 
on  the  incomprehensibihty  of  all  things — aKaraXipfrta  travrtov. 
Nevertheless  some  of  M.  Cousin’s  grounds  appear  to  us 
questionable.* 

The  reader  will,  perhaps,  have  gathered  from  the  fore- 
going, that  Xenophanes  was  too  much  in  earnest  to  believe 
in  the  incomprehensibility  of  all  things,  however  the  contra- 
dictions of  his  logic  might  cause  him  to  suspect  his  own  and 
other  people’s  conclusions.  Of  course,  if  carried  out  to  their 
legitimate  consequences,  his  principles  lead  to  absolute 
scepticism ; but  he  did  not  so  carry  them  out,  and  we  have 
no  right  to  charge  him  with  consequences  which  he  himself 
did  not  draw.  Indeed,  it  is  one  of  the  greatest  and  com- 
monest of  polemical  errors,  to  charge  the  originator  or  sup- 
porter of  a doctrine  with  consequences  which  he  did  not  see, 
or  would  not  have  accepted  had  he  seen  them.  Because 
they  may  be  contained  in  his  principles,  it  by  no  means 


* £.  g.  ho  says : * It  appears  that  Sotion,  accoMing  to  Diogenes,  attribnted  to 
Xenophanes  the  opinion,  all  things  are  incumprehonsible ; but  Diogenes  adds 
that  Sotion  was  wrong  on  that  point.*  {Fragmens,i^.^^.)  Now  this  is  altc^thcr 
a mis-statement.  Diogenes  says  : * Sotion  pretends  that  no  onf  Ufore  Xfn(rphanra 
maintained  the  inconrprehensibility  of  all  things,  but  ho  is  w'rong.’  Dit^eneshore 
docs  not  deny  that  Xenophanes  held  the  opinion,  but  that  any  one  held  it  before 
him. 

VOL.  I.  E 
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follows  that  he  saw  them.  A man  would  be  ridiculed  if  he 
attributed  to  the  discoverer  of  any  law  of  nature  the  various 
discoveries  which  the  application  of  that  law  might  have 
produced ; nevertheless  these  applications  were  all  potentially 
existing  in  the  law ; but  as  the  discoverer  of  the  law  was  not 
aware  of  them,  he  does  not  get  the  credit.  Why,  then, 
should  a man  have  the  di«-credit  of  consequences  contained, 
indeed,  in  his  principles,  but  which  he  himself  could  not 
see  ? On  the  whole,  although  Xenophanes  was  not  a clear 
and  systematic  thinker,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  he  exercised 
a very  remarkable  influence  on  the  progress  of  speculation  ; 
as  we  shall  see  in  his  successors. 

§ m.  Parmenides. 

The  readers  of  Plato  will  not  forget  the  remarkable  dia- 
logue in  which  he  pays  a tribute  to  the  dialectical  subtlety 
of  Pannenides ; but  we  must  at  the  outset  caution  them 
against  any  belief  in  the  genuineness  of  the  opinions  attri- 
buted to  him  by  Plato.  If  Plato  could  reconcile  himself  to  the 
propriety  of  altering  the  sentiments  of  his  beloved  master, 
Socrates,  and  of  attributing  to  him  such  as  he  had  never 
entertained ; with  far  greater  reason  could  he  put  into  the 
mouth  of  one  long  dead,  sentiments  which  were  the  invention 
of  his  own  dramatic  genius.  Let  us  read  the  Parmenid^jt, 
therefore,  with  extreme  caution  ; let  us  prefer  the  authority 
of  Aristotle  and  the  verses  of  Parmenides  which  have  been 
preserved. 

Parmenides  was  bom  at  Elea,  somewhere  about  the  61st 
Olympiad  (b.c.  5.36).  This  date  does  not  contradict  the 
rumour  which,  according  to  Aristotle,  asserted  him  to  have 
been  a disciple  of  Xenophanes,  whom  he  might  have  listened 
to  when  that  great  rhapsodist  was  far  advanced  in  years. 
The  most  positive  statement,  however,  is  that  by  Sotion,  of 
his  having  been  taught  by  Ameinias  and  Diochcetes  the 
Pythagorean.  But  both  may  be  tme. 

Born  to  wealth  and  splendour,  enjoying  the  esteem  and 
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envy  which  always  follow  splendour  and  talents,  it  is  con- 
jectured that  his  early  career  was  that  of  a dissipated 
voluptuary ; but  Diochcetes  taught  him  the  nothingness  of 
wealth  (at  times,  perhaps,  when  satiety  had  taught  him  the 
nothingness  of  enjoyment),  and  led  him  from  the  dull 
monotony  of  noisy  revelry  to  the  endless  variety  and  excite- 
ment of  philosophic  thought.  He  forsook  the  feverish 
pursuit  of  epjoyment,  to  contemplate  ‘the  bright  countenance 
of  Truth,  in  the  quiet  and  stUl  air  of  delightful  studies.’  * 
But  this  devotion  to  study  was  no  selfish  seclusion.  It  did 
not  prevent  his  taking  an  active  share  in  the  political  affairs 
of  his  native  city.  On  the  contrary,  the  fiaiits  of  his  study 
were  shown  in  a code  of  laws  which  he  drew  up,  and  which 
were  deemed  so  wise  and  salutary,  that  the  citizens  at  first 
yearly  renewed  their  oath  to  abide  by  the  laws  of  Parmenides. 

And  somethinp  greatop  did  his  worth  obtain, 

For  fearless  virtue  bringeth  boundless  gain. 

The  first  characteristic  of  his  philosoj)hy,  is  the  decided 
distinction  between  Truth  and  Opinion : in  other  words, 
between  the  ideas  obtained  through  the  Reason,  and  those 
obtained  through  Sense.  In  Xenophanes  we  noticed  a vague 
glimmering  of  this  notion;  in  Parmenides  it  attained  to 
something  like  clearness.  In  Xenophanes  it  contrived  to 
throw  an  uncertainty  over  all  things ; which,  in  a logical 
thinker,  would  have  become  absolute  scepticism.  But  he 
was  saved  from  scepticism  by  his  moral  earnestness.  Par- 
menides was  saved  from  it  by  his  philosophy.  He  was 
perfectly  aware  of  the  deceitful  nature  of  opinion ; but  he 
was  also  aware  that  within  him  there  were  certain  ineradi- 
cable convictions,  in  which,  like  Xenophanes,  he  had  perfect 
faith,  but  which  he  wished  to  explain  by  reason.  Thus  was 
he  led  in  some  sort  to  anticipate  the  celebrated  doctrine  of 
innate  ideas.  These  ideas  were  concerning  necessary  truths  ; 
they  were  true  knowledge  ; all  other  ideas  were  micertain. 

The  Eleatics,  as  Ritter  remarks,  believed  that  they  recog- 
nised and  could  demonstrate  that  the  truth  of  all  things  is 
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one  and  unchangeable ; perceiving,  however,  that  human 
thought  is  constrained  to  follow  the  appearance  of  things, 
and  to  apprehend  the  changeable  and  the  many,  they  were 
forced  to  confess  that  we  are  unable  fully  to  comprehend  the 
divine  truth  in  its  reality,  although  we  may  rightly  appre- 
hend a few  general  principles.  Nevertheless,  to  suppose,  in 
conformity  with  human  thought,  that  there  is  actually  both 
a plurality  and  a change,  would  be  but  a delusion  of  the 
senses.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  we  must  acknowledge, 
that  in  all  that  appears  to  us  as  manifold  and  changeable, 
including  all  particular  thought  as  evolved  in  the  mind,  the 
Godlike  is  present,  unperceived  indeed  by  human  blindness, 
and  become,  as  it  were  beneath  a veil,  indistinguishable. 

We  may  make  this  conception  more  intelligible  if  we  recall 
the  mathematical  tendency  of  the  whole  of  this  school. 
The  knowledge  of  Physics  was  regarded  as  contingent — 
delusive.  The  knowledge  of  Mathematics  eternal — self- 
evident.  Parmenides  was  thus  led  by  Xenophanes  on  the 
one  hand,  and  Diochoetes  on  the  other,  to  the  conviction  of 
the  duality  of  human  thought.  His  Reason,  i.  e.  the  Pytha- 
gorean logic,  taught  him  tliat  there  is  nought  existing  but 
Tlie  One  (which  he  did  not,  with  Xenophanes,  call  God  ; he 
called  it  Being).  His  Sense,  on  the  other  hand,  taught  him, 
that  there  were  Many  Things,  because  of  his  manifold  sen- 
suous impressions.  Hence  he  maintained  two  Causes  and  two 
Principles : the  one  to  satisfy  the  Reason ; the  other  to  accord 
with  the  explanations  of  Sense.  His  work  on  ‘ Nature  ’ was 
therefore  divided  into  two  parts : in  the  first  is  expounded  the 
absolute  Truth,  as  Reason  proclaims  it;  in  the  second,  human 
Opinion,  accustomed  to 

Follow  the  rash  eye,  and  ears  with  singing  sounds  confused,  and  tongue, 

which  is  but  a mere  seeming  (Sofa,  appearance) ; nevertheless 
there  is  a cause  of  this  seeming;  there  is  also  a principle, 
consequently  there  is  a doctrine  appropriate  to  it. 

Tt  must  not  be  imagined,  that  Parmenides  had  a mere 
vague  and  general  notion  of  the  uncertainty  of  human  know- 
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ledge.  He  maintained  that  thought  was  delusive  because 
dependent  upon  organisation.  He  had  as  distinct  a con- 
ception of  this  celebrated  theory  as  any  of  his  successors ; 
this  may  be  seen  in  the  passage  preserved  by  Aristotle  in 
the  5th  chapter  of  the  4th  book  of  his  Metaphysics,  where, 
speaking  of  the  materialism  of  Democritus,  in  whose  system 
sensation  was  thought,  he  adds,  that  others  have  shared 
this  opinion,  and  proceeds  thus : ‘ Empedocles  affirms,  that 
a change  in  our  condition  (t^i'  i^w)  causes  a change  in  our 
thought. 

Thought  grows  in  men  according  to  the  impreuion  of  the  moment ; * 

and,  in  another  passage,  he  says ; — 

It  is  always  according  to  the  changes  which  take  place  in  men 

Tliat  there  is  change  in  their  thoughts. 

Parmenides  expresses  liimself  in  the  same  style : 

Such  as  to  each  man  is  the  nature  of  his  many-jointed  limbs. 

Such  also  is  the  intelligence  of  each  man  ; for  it  is 

The  nature  of  limbs  (orgnniitution)  which  thinketh  in  men. 

Both  in  one  and  in  all ; the  highest  degree  of  organization  gives  the 
highest  degree  of  thoughtf 

Now,  as  thought  was  dependent  on  organisation,  and  as 
each  organisation  differed  in  degree  from  every  other,  so 

* Ilp^f  wap^hy  yhp  i/^croi  iLy0p^rourt. 

t The  last  sentence,  Uhe  highest  degree  of  organization  gives  the  highest 
degree  of  thought,*  is  a translation  for  which,  differing  from  that  of  every  other  I 
have  seen,  and  being,  as  I believe,  of  some  importance  in  the  interpretation  of 
Parmenides'  system,  it  is  necessary  to  state  my  reasons.  Here  is  the  original  of 
the  verses  in  the  text : — 

'Ar  yitp  IircKrTOt  Kpacty  fit\4*fy  ToAisrdjUirrw, 

Tw$  yios  iiy6p<yTouri  trapdtrrriKty,  yitp  ainh 
''Ecrrty  Swtp  tppov4ti  ficAcW  ^b^pc^o«ri, 

Kcd  irami',  sol  wayri  * r6  ykp  wXioy  ^<rrl  y6i\pxL. 

The  last  sentence  RjTTEa  translates:— 

For  thought  is  the  fulness. 

Objecting  to  Hegsl*s  version  of  rb  w\4oy,  ' the  most,’  and  to  that  of  Bjuxms  * the 
mightier,'  Ritter  says  the  meaning  is  * the  full.’  But  wu  shall  then  want  an  inter- 
pretation of  ‘the  full.’  What  is  it?  lie  elsewhere  slightly  alters  the  phrase 
thus ; — 

* The  fulness  of  all  being  is  thought.’ 

I speak  with  submission,  but  it  appears  to  me  that  Ritters  assertion  respecting 

w\4<fy  meaning  * the  full,*  or  ‘ the  fulness,'  is  unwarrantable.  The  ordinary 
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would  the  opinions  of  men  differ.  If  thought  be  sensation, 
we  require  but  little  reflection  to  see,  that,  as  sensations 
from  the  same  object  differ  according  to  the  senses  of  dif- 
ferent persons,  and  indeed  differ  at  different  times  with  the 
same  person,  therefore  one  opinion  is  not  more  true  than 
another,  and  all  are  equally  false.  But  Eeason  is  the  same 
in  all  men : that  alone  is  the  foimtain  of  certain  knowledge. 
All  thought  derived  from  sense  is  but  a seeming  (So^a) ; but 
thought  derived  from  Reason  is  absolutely  true.  Hence  his 
antithesis  to  Sofa  is  always  irUrru,  faith. 

This  is  the  central  point  in  his  system.  He  was  thereby 
enabled  to  avert  absolute  scepticism,  and  at  the  same  time  to 
admit  the  imcertainty  of  ordinary  knowledge.  He  had 
therefore  two  distinct  doctrines,  each  proportioned  to  the 
faculty  adapted  to  it.  One  doctrine,  of  Absolute  Knowledge 
(Metaphysics,  fiera  rd  (pvaiKii),  with  which  the  faculty  of  pure 
Reason  was  concerned,  a doctrine  called  in  the  language  of 
that  day,  the  ‘ Science  of  Being.’  The  other  doctrine,  of 
Relative  Knowledge,  or  Opinion  (Physics,  rd  <pvaiKa),  with 

meuning  is  certainly  Mhe  more,'  or  'the  most,'  and  hence  used  occasionally  to 
signify  perfection^  as  in  TiiF.ocBiTt  s:— 

Kol  Tor  3MKoAt«cas  M rh  w\4op  te«o  ^tot. — Idt/.  i.  20. 

When  Parmenides,  therefore,  usee  the  phrase  w\4ov  4<rr\  ririfia,  he  seems  to  u* 
to  have  the  ordinary  meaning  in  view ; he  speaks  of  ri  •wKiov  as  a necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  Man  has  many-jointttl  limbs,  ergo  many  sensiitions ; 

if  he  had  mort*  limbs  ho  would  have  more  sensations;  the  highlit  degree  of 
orgiinisatioD  gives  tlie  highest  degree  of  thought.  This  explanation  is  in  con- 
formity with  what  Aristotle  says  on  introducing  the  passage;  is  in  conformity 
with  the  line  immediately  preeo<iing: — 

"EiTTir  Svtp  ^vms  it,v6pdnroi<rt ; 

is^in  conformity  with  the  explanation  of  the  scholiast  Asclbpias,  wk4oy  4irr\ 
wpooylyytrcu  4k  rns  irA«oroi  aic$4}atus  Kol  ijtpi0%<rr4pas ; and,  finally,  is  in 
conformity  with  the  opinion  attributed  to  Pannenides  by  Plutarch,  that  * sentir  et 
penser  ne  lui  paraissaient  choaes  distinctes,  ni  entre  elles  ni  de  Torganisation.’  * 

It  is  on  this  account  I reji>ct  the  reading  of  t •Ai/rAdT'KTwv,  'far-wandering.'  in 
place  of  voAvirdgirrwy,  ' many-jointed,’  suggested  by  Karstkk.  The  change  is 
arbitrary  and  for  the  worse  ; woXuwkdyitrwM  having  reference  only  to  the  feet, 
whereas  the  simile  in  Parmenides  is  meant  to  apply  to  the  whole  man. 

The  meaning  of  the  verses  is,  therefore,  that  the  intelligence  of  man  is  formed 
According  to  his  many-jointed  frame,  i.e.  dependent  on  his  organisation. 

* Ch.  RKXiU’vrcrt:  ifanufl  4t  la  I'hilo»opkie  Aneienne,  1.  1A2,  wbo  cites  PLCTAncil  t Opin.  f/e* 
It.  ft. 
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which  the  faculty  of  Intelligence,  or  Thought,  derived  from 
Sense,  was  concerned,  and  which  may  be  called  the  science 
of  Appearance. 

On  the  science  of  Being,  Parmenides  did  not  differ  much 
from  his  predecessors,  Xenophanes  and  Pythagoras.  He 
taught  that  there  was  but  one  Being ; non-Being  was  im- 
possible. The  latter  assertion  amounts  to  saying  that  non- 
existence cannot  exist:  a position  which  may  appear  ex- 
tremely trivial  to  the  reader  not  versed  in  metaphysical 
speculations;  but  which  we  would  not  have  him  despise, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  a valuable  piece  of  evidence  respecting  the 
march  of  human  opinion.  It  is  only  one  of  the  many  illus- 
trations of  the  tendency  to  attribute  positive  qualities  to 
words,  as  if  they  were  things,  and  not  simply  marks  of  things : 
a tendency  admirably  exposed  by  James  Mill,  and  subse- 
quently by  his  son.*  It  was  this  tendency  which  so  greatly 
puzzled  the  early  thinkers,  who,  when  they  said  that  ‘ a 
thing  is  not,’  believed  that  they  nevertheless  predicated 
existence,  viz.  the  existence  of  non-existence.  A thing  is ; 
and  a thing  is  not ; these  two  assertions  seemed  to  be  aftirm- 
ations  of  two  different  states  of  existence ; an  error  from 
which,  imder  some  shape  or  other,  later  thinkers  have  not 
always  been  free. 

Parmenides,  however,  though  affirming  that  Being  alone 
existed,  and  that  non-Being  was  impossible,  did  not  see  the 
real  ground  of  the  sophism.  He  argued  that  Non-Being 
could  not  be,  because  Nothing  can  come  out  of  Nothing  (as 
Xenophanes  taught  him) ; if  therefore  Being  existed,  it  must 
embrace  all  existence. 

Hence  he  concluded  that  The  One  was  all  Existence,  iden- 


* * Manj  Tolumes  might  be  filled  with  the  frivoloutp  apeeulations  concerning  the 
nature  of  Bt'ing  (r5  obcla,  Ens,  EntitaSy  EMenlia,  and  the  like),  which  have 
nriaen  from  overlooking  this  double  meaning  of  the  words  to  be ; from  supposing 
that  when  it  signifies  to  exUt,  and  when  it  signifies  to  be  some  specified  thing,  us 
to  a man,  to  be  Socrates,  to  he  seen,  to  Ac  a phantom,  or  even  to  ^ a nonentity, 
it  must  still  at  the  bottom  answer  to  the  same  ideji ; ami  that  n meaning  must 
be  found  for  it  which  shall  suit  all  these  cases/ — John  Mill,  System  of  Loyic, 
i.  4,  first  ed. 
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tical,  unique,  neither  bom  nor  dying,  neither  moving  nor 
changing.  It  was  a bold  step  to  postulate  the  finity  of  The 
One,  Xenophanes  having  declared  it  to  be  necessarily  infinite. 
But  there  is  abundant  evidence  to  prove  that  Parmenides 
regarded  The  One  as  finite.  Aristotle  speaks  of  it  as  the 
distinction  betweefiParmenides  and  Melissus  : ‘ The  unity  of 
Parmenides  was  a rational  unity  {rov  Korii  "Koyov  ivos)  ; that 
of  Melissus  was  a material  unity  {rov  Kara  njv  vKtjv).  Hence 
the  former  said  that  The  One  was  finite  (wempaa-ijJvov),  but 
the  latter  said  it  was  infinite  (aneipov).*  From  which  it 
appears  that  the  ancients  conceived  the  Bational  unity  as 
limited  by  itself ; a conception  it  is  difficult  for  us  to  under- 
stand. Probably  it  was  because  they  held  The  One  to  be 
spherical : all  the  parts  being  equal : having  neither  begin- 
ning, middle,  nor  end : and  yet  self-limited. 

The  conception  of  the  identity  of  thought  and  existence  is 
expressed  in  some  remarkable  verses  by  Parmenides,  of 
which,  as  a very  different  interpretation  has  been  drawn 
&om  them,  we  shall  give  a literal  translation. 

Thought  is  th<*  same  thing  as  the  cause  of  thought : 

For  without  the  thing  in  which  it  is  announced 

You  cannot  find  the  thought ; for  there  is  nothing,  nor  shall  be— 

Except  the  existing. 

Now,  as  the  only  Existence  was  The  One,  it  follows  that 
The  One  and  Thought  are  identical ; a conclusion  which  by 
no  means  contradicts  the  opinion  before  noticed  of  the 
identity  of  human  thought  and  sensation,  both  of  these 
being  merely  transitory  modes  of  Existence. 

Respecting  the  second  or  physical  doctrine  of  Parmenides, 
we  may  briefly  say  that,  believing  it  necessary  to  give  a 
science  of  Appearances,  he  sketched  out  a programme  ac- 
cording to  the  principles  reigning  in  his  day.  He  denied 
motion  as  a reality,  but  admitted  that  according  to  ap- 
pearance there  was  motion. 

Parmenides  represents  the  logical  and  more  rigorous  side 
of  the  doctrine  of  Xenophanes,  from  which  the  physical 
element  is  almost  banished  by  being  condemned  to  the 
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region  of  uncertain  Sense.  Although  he  preserved  himself 
from  scepticism,  as  we  saw,  nevertheless  the  tendency  of  his 
doctrine  was  to  forward  scepticism.  In  his  exposition  of  the 
uncertainty  of  knowledge,  he  retained  a saving  clause — that, 
namely,  of  the  certainty  of  Reason.  It  only  remained  for 
successors  to  apply  the  same  scepticism  to  the  ideas  of  Reason, 
and  Pyrrhonism  was  complete. 


§ IV.  Zeno  of  Elea. 

Zeno,  by  Plato  called  the  Palamedes  of  Elea,  must  not  be 
confoimded  with  Zeno  the  Stoic.  He  was  on  all  accounts 
one  of  the  most  distinguished  of  the  ancient  philosophers ; 
as  great  in  his  actions  as  in  his  works ; and  remarkable  in 
each  for  a strong,  impetuous,  disinterested  spirit.  Bom  at 
Elea  about  the  70th  Olympiad  (b.c.  500),  he  became  the  pupil 
of  Parmenides,  and,  as  some  say,  his  adopted  son. 

The  first  period  of  his  life  was  spent  in  the  calm  solitudes 
of  study.  From  his  beloved  friend  and  master  he  had 
learned  to  appreciate  the  superiority  of  intellectual  pleasiu-es 
— the  only  pleasures  that  do  not  satiate.  From  him  also  he 
had  learned  to  despise  the  splendours  of  rank  and  fortune, 
without  becoming  misanthropical  or  egoistical.  He  worked 
for  the  benefit  of  his  fellow-men,  but  declined  the  recom- 
pense of  rank,  or  worldly  honours,  with  which  they  would 
have  repaid  their  labours.  His  recompense  was  the  voice  of 
his  own  heart  beating  calmly  in  conscious  integrity.  The 
absence  of  ambition  in  so  intrepid  and  exalted  a mind,  might 
well  have  been  the  wonderment  of  antiqmty ; for  it  was  no 
sceptical  indifference,  no  disdain  for  the  opinions  of  his 
fellow-men,  which  made  him  shun  office.  He  was  a delicate 
no  less  than  an  impetuous  man,  extremely  sensitive  to  praise 
and  blame ; as  may  bo  seen  in  his  admirable  reply  to  one 
who  asked  him  why  he  was  so  hurt  by  blame  : ‘ If  the  blame 
of  my  feUow-citizens  did  not  cause  me  pain,  their  approba- 
tion would  not  cause  me  pleasure.’  In  timid  minds,  shrink- 
ing from  the  coarse  ridicule  of  fools  and  knaves,  this  sensi- 
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tiveness  is  fatal ; but  in  those  brave  spirits  who  fear  nothing 
but  their  own  consciences,  and  who  accept  no  approbation 
but  such  as  their  consciences  can  ratify,  this  sensitiveness 
lies  at  the  root  of  all  heroism  and  noble  endeavour.  One  of 
those  men  was  Zeno.  His  life  was  a battle,  but  the  battle 
was  for  Truth ; it  ended  tragicallj,  but  it  was  not  fought  in 
vain. 

Perhaps  of  all  his  moral  qualities  his  patriotism  has  been 
the  most  renowned.  He  lived  at  the  period  of  the  awakening 
of  liberty^  when  Greece  was  everywhere  enfranchising  her- 
self, everywhere  loosening  the  Persian  yoke,  and  endeavouring 
to  found  national  institutions  on  freedom.  In  the  general 
effervescence  and  enthusiasm  Zeno  was  not  cold.  His 
political  activity  we  have  no  means  of  judging;  but  we  learn 
that  it  was  great  and  beneficial.  Elea  was  but  a small  colony  ; 
but  Zeno  preferred  it  to  the  magnificence  of  Athens,  the 
lururious,  restless,  quibbling,  frivolous,  passionate,  and  mi- 
principled  citizens  of  which  he  contrasted  with  the  provincial 
modesty  and  honesty  of  Elea.  He  did,  however,  occasionally 
visit  Athens,  and  there  promulgated  the  doctrines  of  his 
master,  as  we  see  by  the  opening  of  Plato’s  dialogue,  the 
Parmenides.  There  he  taught  Pericles. 

On  the  occasion  of  his  last  return  to  Elea,  he  found  it  had 
fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  tyrant  Nearchus  (or  Diomedon, 
or  Demylos : the  name  is  differently  given  by  ancient 
writers).  He  conspired  against  him,  failed  in  his  project, 
and  was  captured.  It  was  then,  as  Cicero  observes,  that  he 
proved  the  excellence  of  his  master’s  doctrines,  and  proved 
that  a coimageous  soul  fears  only  that  which  is  base,  and 
that  fear  and  pain  are  for  women  and  children,  or  men  who 
have  feminine  hearts.  When  Nearchus  interrogated  him  as 
to  his  accomplices,  he  threw  the  tyrant  into  an  agony  of 
doubt  and  fear  by  naming  all  the  courtiers : a masterstroke 
of  audacity,  and  in  those  days  not  discreditable.  Having 
thus  terrified  his  accuser,  he  turned  to  the  spectators,  and 
exclaimed,  ‘ If  you  can  consent  to  be  slaves  from  fear  of 
what  you  see  me  now  suffer,  I can  only  wonder  at  your 
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cowardice.’*  The  people  were  so  roused  that  they  fell  upon 
Nearchus  and  slew  him. 

There  are  considerable  variations  in  the  accounts  of  this 
story  by  ancient  writers,  but  all  agree  in  the  main  narrative 
given  above.  Some  say  that  Zeno  was  pounded  to  death  in 
a huge  mortar.  We  have  no  trustworthy  account  of  his 
death. 

As  a philosopher,  Zeno’s  merits  are  peculiar.  He  was  the 
inventor  of  that  logic  so  celebrated  as  Dialectics.  This, 
which,  in  the  hands  of  Socrates  and  Plato,  became  a powerful 
weapon  of  offence,  is,  by  the  universal  consent  of  antiquity, 
ascribed  to  Zeno.  It  may  be  defined  as  ‘ A refutation  of 
error  by  the  rednctio  ad  absurdum  as  a means  of  establishing 
the  truth.’  The  truth  to  be  established  in  Zeno’s  case  was 
the  system  of  Parmenides ; we  must  not,  therefore,  seek  in 
his  arguments  for  any  novelty  beyond  the  mere  exercise  of 
dialectical  subtlety.  He  brought  nothing  new  to  the  system ; 
but  he  invented  a great  method  of  polemical  exposition.  •The 
system  had  been  conceived  by  Xenophanes ; precision  had 
been  given  to  it  by  Parmenides ; and  there  only  remained 
for  Zeno  the  task  of  fighting  for  and  defending  it ; which 
task  he  admirably  fulfilled.  ‘ The  destiny  of  Zeno  was  alto- 
gether polemical.  Hence,  in  the  external  world,  the  im- 
petuous existence  and  tragical  end  of  the  patriot ; and,  in 
the  internal  world,  the  world  of  thought,  the  laborious  cha- 
racter of  Dialectician.’t 

It  was  this  fighter’s  destiny  which  caused  him  to  perfect 
the  art  of  offence  and  defence.  He  very  naturally  wrote  in 
prose  ; of  which  he  set  the  first  example  : for,  as  the  wild  and 
turbulent  enthusiasm  of  Xenophanes  would  instinctively  ex- 
press itself  in  poetry,  so  would  the  argumentative  subtlety  of 
Zeno  naturally  express  itself  in  prose.  The  great  rhapsodist 
wandered  from  city  to  city,  intent  upon  earnest  and  startling 


* It  is  a pity  tu  destroy  the  story  of  his  havinj^  concluded  this  harangue  by 
biting  his  tongue  off  and  spitting  it  in  the  tyrant’s  face;  but  that  is  one  of  those 
epigrams  in  action  which  ill  withstand  criticism. 

t CocstK,  Frogmens  PhilosophiqiuSt  art.  Zruon  , 
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enunciation  of  the  mighty  thoughts  stirring  confusedly 
within  him ; the  great  logician  was  more  intent  upon  a 
convincing  erposition  of  the  futility  of  the  arguments  alleged 
against  his  system,  than  upon  any  propaganda  of  the  system 
itself ; for  he  held  that  the  truth  must  be  accepted  when  once 
error  is  exposed.  ‘ Antiquity,’  says  M.  Cousin,  ‘ attests  that 
he  wrote  not  poems,  like  Xenophanes  and  Parmenides,  but 
treatises,  and  treatises  of  an  eminently  prosaic  character ; 
that  is  to  say,  refutations.’ 

The  reason  of  tliis  may  be  easily  guessed.  Coming  as  a 
young  man  to  Athens,  to  preach  the  doctrine  of  Parmenides, 
he  must  have  been  startled  at  the  opposition  which  that 
doctrine  met  with  from  the  subtle,  quick-witted,  and  em- 
pirical Athenians,  who  had  already  erected  the  Ionian  philo- 
sophy into  the  reigning  doctrine.  Zeno,  no  doubt,  was  at 
first  stunned  by  the  noisy  objections  which  on  all  sides 
surrounded  him ; but,  being  also  one  of  the  keenest  of  wits, 
and  pne  of  the  readiest,  he  would  soon  have  recovered  his 
balance,  and  in  turn  assailed  his  assailers.  Instead  of  teach- 
ing dogmatically,  he  began  to  teach  dialectically.  Instead 
of  resting  in  the  domain  of  pure  science,  and  expounding  the 
ideas  of  Reason,  he  descended  upon  the  ground  occupied  by 
his  adversaries, — the  groimd  of  daily  erjierience  and  sense- 
knowledge, — and  turning  their  ridicule  upon  themselves, 
forced  them  to  admit  that  it  was  more  easy  to  conceive  The 
Many  as  a produce  of  The  One,  than  to  conceive  The  One  on 
tlie  assumption  of  the  existing  Many. 

‘ The  polemical  method  entirely  disconcerted  the  partisans 
of  the  Ionian  philosophy,’  says  M.  Cousin,  ‘ and  excited  a 
lively  curiosity  and  interest  for  the  doctrines  of  the  Italian 
(Pythagorean)  school ; and  thus  was  sown  in  the  capital  of 
Greek  civilisation  the  fruitful  germ  of  a higher  development 
of  philosophy.’ 

Plato  has  succinctly  characterised  the  difference  between 
Parmenides  and  Zeno  by  saying,  that  the  master  established 
the  existence  of  The  One,  and  the  disciple  proved  the  non- 
existence of  The  Many. 
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When  he  argued  that  there  was  but  One  thing  really 
existing,  all  the  others  being  only  modifications  or  appear- 
ances of  that  One,  he  did  not  deny  that  there  were  many 
appearances,  he  only  denied  that  these  appearances  were  real 
existences.  So,  in  like  manner,  he  denied  motion,  but  not 
the  appearance  of  motion.  Diogenes  the  Cynic,  who  to  refute 
his  argument  against  motion  rose  and  walked,  entirely  mis- 
took the  argument ; his  walking  was  no  more  a refutation  of 
Zeno,  than  Dr.  Johnson’s  kicking  a stone  was  a refutation 
of  Berkeley’s  denial  of  matter.  Zeno  would  have  answered ; 
Very  true:  you  walki  according  to  Opinion  {to  So^aarov), 
you  are  in  motion  ; but  according  to  Reason  you  are  at  rest. 
What  you  call  motion  is  but  the  name  given  to  a series 
of  similar  conditions,  each  of  which,  separately  considered, 
is  rest.  Thus,  every  object  filling  space  equal  to  its  bulk  is 
^necessarily  at  rest  in  that  space ; motion  from  one  spot  to 
another  is  but  a name  given  to  the  sum-total  of  aU  these 
intermediate  spaces  in  which  the  object  at  each  moment  is  at 
rest.  Take  the  illustration  of  the  circle  : a circle  is  composed 
of  a number  of  individual  points,  or  stniight  lines ; not.one 
of  these  lines  can  individually  be  called  a circle  ; but  all  these 
lines,  considered  as  a totality,  have  one  general  name  given 
them,  viz.  a circle.  Di  the  same  way,  in  each  individual 
point  of  space  the  object  is  at  rest;  the  sum-total  of  a 
number  of  these  states  of  rest  is  called  motion. 

The  original  fallacy  is  in  the  supposition  that  Motion  is  a 
thing  superadded,  whereas,  as  Zeno  clearly  saw,  it  is  only 
a condition.  In  a falling  stone  there  is  not  the  ‘ stone  ’ and  a 
thing  called  ‘ motion ; ’ otherwise  there  would  be  also  an- 
other thing  called  ‘ rest.’  But  both  motion  and  rest  are  names 
given  to  express  conditions  of  the  stone.  Even  rest  is  a 
positive  exertion  of  force.  Rest  is  force,  resisting  an  equi- 
valent and  opposing  force ; Motion  is  force  triumphant. 
It  follows  that  matter  is  always  in  motion ; which  amounts 
to  the  same  as  Zeno’s  saying,  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
Motion. 

The  other  arguments  of  Zeno  against  the  possibility  of 
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Motion  (and  he  maintained  four,  the  third  of  which  we  have 
above  explained),  are  given  by  Aristotle ; but  they  seem 
more  like  the  ingenious  puzzles  of  dialectical  subtlety  than 
the  real  arguments  of  an  earnest  man.  It  has,  therefore, 
been  asserted,  that  they  were  only  brought  forward  to 
ridicule  the  unskilfulness  of  his  adversaries.  We  must  not, 
however,  be  hasty  in  rescuing  Zeno  from  his  own  logical  net, 
into  which  he  may  have  fallen  as  easily  as  others.  Greater 
men  than  he  have  been  the  dupes  of  their  own  verbal  dis- 
tinctions. 

Here  are  his  two  first  arguments  : — 

1.  Motion  is  impossible,  because  before  that  which  is  in 
motion  can  reach  the  end,  it  must  reach  the  middle  point ; 
but  this  middle  point  then  becomes  the  end,  and  the  same 
objection  applies  to  it, — since  to  reach  it  the  object  in  motion 
must  traverse  a middle  point ; and  so  on  ad  infinitum,  seeing 
that  matter  is  infinitely  divisible.  Thus,  if  a stone  be  cast 
four  paces,  before  it  can  reach  the  fourth  it  must  reach  the 
second ; the  second  then  becomes  the  end,  and  the  first  pace 
the  middle  : but  before  the  object  can  reach  the  first  pace 
it  must  reach  the  half  of  the  first  pace,  and  before  the  half  it 
must  reach  the  half  of  that  half ; and  so  on  ad  infinitum 

2.  This  is  his  famous  Achilles  puzzle.  We  give  both 
the  statement  and  refutation  as  we  find  it  in  Mill’s  Logic 
(ii.  453). 

The  argument  is,  let  Achilles  run  ten  times  as  fast  as  a 
tortoise,  yet,  if  the  tortoise  has  the  start,  Achilles  will  never 
overtake  him : for,  suppose  them  to  be  at  first  separated  by 
an  interval  of  a thousand  feet ; when  Achilles  has  run  these 
thousand  feet  the  tortoise  will  have  run  a hundred,  and  when 
Achilles  has  nm  those  hundred  the  tortoise  will  have  got  on 
ten,  and  so  on  for  ever : therefore  Achilles  may  run  for  ever 
without  overtaking  the  tortoise. 

Now  the  ‘ for  ever  ’ in  the  conclusion  means,  for  any  length 
of  time  that  can  be  supposed ; but  in  the  premisses  ‘ for 
ever  ’ does  not  mean  any  length  of  time — it  means  any 
number  of  gubdivisions  of  time.  It  means  that  we  may  divide 
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a thousand  feet  by  ten,  and  that  quotient  again  by  ten,  and 
80  on  as  often  as  we  please  ; that  there  never  need  be  an  end 
to  the  subdivisions  of  the  distance,  nor,  consequently,  to 
those  of  the  time  in  which  it  is  performed.  But  an  un- 
limited nxunber  of  subdivisions  may  be  made  of  that  which 
is  itself  limited.  The  argument  proves  no  other  infinity  of 
duration  than  may  be  embraced  within  five  minutes.  As 
long  as  the  five  minutes  are  not  expired,  what,  remains  of 
them  may  be  divided  by  ten,  and  again  by  ten,  as  often  as 
we  like,  which  is  perfectly  compatible  with  their  being  only 
five  minutes  altogether.  It  proves,  in  short,  that  to  pass 
through  this  finite  space  requires  a time  which  is  infinitely 
divieihle,  but  not  an  infinite  time ; the  confounding  of  which 
distinction  Hobbes  had  already  seen  to  be  the  gist  of  the 
fallacy. 

Although  the  credit  of  seeing  the  ground  of  the  fallacy  is 
given  by  Mill  to  Hobbes,  we  m\ist  also  observe  that  Aristotle 
had  clearly  seen  it  in  the  same  light.  His  answer  to  Zeno, 
which  Bayle  thinks  ‘ pitiable,’  was,  that  a foot  of  space  being 
only  potentially  infinite,  but  actually  finite,  it  could  be  easily 
traversed  in  a finite  time. 

We  cannot  here  follow  Zeno  in  his  various  arguments 
against  the  existence  of  a multitude  of  things.  His  position 
may  be  briefly  summed  up  thus : There  is  but  one  Being 
existing  necessarily  indivisible  and  infinite.  To  suppose  that 
The  One  is  divisible,  is  to  suppose  it  finite.  If  divisible,  it 
must  be  infinitely  divisible.  But,  suppose  two  things  to 
exist,  then  there  must  necessarily  be  an  interval  between 
those  two  : something  separating  and  limiting  them.  What 
is  that  something?  It  is  some  other  thing.  But  then,  if 
not  the  same  thing,  it  also  must  be  separated  and  limited ; 
and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  Thus  only  One  thing  can  exist  as 
the  mbstratum  for  all  manifold  appearances. 

These  arguments,  as  Mr.  Grote  observes,*  are  memorable 
because  they  are  the  earliest  known  manifestations  of  Grecian 
dialectic,  and  are  probably  equal  in  acuteness  and  ingenuity 
• Qbotk  : Phto  I.  102. 
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to  anything  which  it  ever  produced.  Their  bearing  is  not 
always  acutely  conceived.  Most  of  them  are  argnmenta  ad 
hominem  : consequences  contradictory  and  inadmissible,  but 
shown  to  follow  legitimately  fix>m  a given  hypothesis,  and 
therefore  serving  to  disprove  the  hj’pothesis  itself.  The  result 
of  Zeno’s  reasoning,  implied  rather  than  expressed,  is  that 
neither  of  the  contradictory  hypotheses  is  capable  of  supply- 
ing a real  basis  for  the  phenomenal  world.  His  pxirport  is 
mistaken  when  it  is  supposed  that  he  wished  to  delude  his 
hearers  by  proving  both  sides  of  a contradictory  proposition. 
It  was  to  disprove  the  premises.  It  was  the  serious  intro- 
duction into  philosophy  of  that  sceptical  negative  element 
which  the  dogmatists  had  disregarded.  And  in  this  respect 
it  marks  the  close  of  an  epoch,  and  the  opening  movement 
of  a new  one. 

Zeno  closes  the  second  great  line  of  independent  inquiry, 
opened  by  Ajiaximander,  and  continued  by  Pythagoras, 
Xenophanes,  and  Parmenides,  which  we  may  characterise 
as  the  Mathematical.  Its  opposition  to  the  Physical  or 
Empiriciil  inquiry  was  radical  and  constant.  But,  up  to 
the  coming  of  Zeno,  these  two  systems  had  been  developed 
almost  in  parallel  lines,  so  little  influence  did  they  exert 
upon  each  other.  The  two  systems  clashed  together  on 
the  arrival  of  Zeno  at  Athens.  The  result  of  the  conflict 
was  the  creation  of  a new  method, — Dialectics.  This  method 
created  the  Sophists  and  the  Sceptics.  It  also  greatly  in- 
fluenced all  succeeding  schools,  and  may  be  said  to  have 
constituted  one  great  peculiarity  of  Socrates  and  Plato,  as 
will  be  shown. 

We  must  however  previously  trace  the  intermediate  steps 
which  philosophy  took  before  the  crisis  of  Sophistry  which 
preceded  the  era  of  Socrates. 
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SECOND  EPOCH. 

The  failure  of  Cosmological  speculations  directs  the 
efforts  of  Philosophy  to  the  psychological  problems 
of  the  origin  and  limits  of  Knowledge. 


CHAPTEE  I. 

§ I.  Heeaclitus. 

Horace  WALPOLE’S  epigram,  ‘ Life  is  a comedy  to  those 
who  think,  a tragedy  to  those  who  feel,’  may  be  applied 
to  Democritus  and  Heraclitus,  celebrated  throughout  an- 
tiquity as  the  laughing  and  the  weeping  philosophers : 

One  pitied,  one  condemn’d  the  woful  times : 

One  Inogh’d  at  follies,  and  one  wept  o’er  crimes. 

Modem  criticism  has  indeed  pronounced  both  these  cha- 
racteristics to  be  fabulous ; but  fables  themselves  are  often 
only  exaggerations  of  truth,  and  there  must  have  been 
something  in  the  lives  of  each  of  these  philosophers  which 
formed  the  nucleus  round  which  the  fables  grew.  Of  Hera- 
clitus it  has  been  well  said,  ‘ The  vulgar  notion  of  him  as  the 
c^'ing  philosopher  must  not  be  wholly  discarded,  as  if  it 
meant  nothing,  or  had  no  connection  with  the  history  of  his 
speculations.  The  thoughts  which  came  forth  in  his  system 
are  like  fiagments  tom  from  his  own  personal  being,  and  not 
tom  from  it  without  such  an  effort  and  violence  as  must 
needs  have  drawn  a sigh  from  the  sufferer.  If  Anaximenes 
discovered  that  he  had  within  him  a power  and  principle 
which  mled  over  all  the  acts  and  functions  of  his  bodily 
VOL.  I.  p 
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fmme,  Heraclitus  found  that  there  was  a life  within  him 
which  he  could  not  call  his  own,  and  3*et  it  was,  in  the  very 
highest  sense,  h im»el  f,  so  that  without  it  he  would  have  been 
a poor,  helpless,  isolated  creature ; — a universal  life,  which 
connected  him  with  his  fellow-men, — with  the  absolute  source 
and  original  fountain  of  life.’  * 

Heraclitus  was  the  son  of  Blyson,  and  was  bom  at  Ephe- 
sus, about  the  69th  Olympiad  (b.c.  503).  Of  a haughty, 
melancholy  temper,  he  refused  the  supreme  magistracy  which 
his  feUow-citizens  offered  him ; on  account  of  their  dissolute 
morals,  according  to  Diogenes  Laertius ; but,  as  he  declined 
the  offer  in  favour  of  his  brother,  his  rejection  was  probably 
grounded  on  some  other  reason.  Is  not  his  rejection  of 
magistracy  in  perfect  keeping  with  what  else  we  know  of 
him  ? For  instance  : playing  with  some  children  near  the 
temple  of  Diana,  he  answered  those  who  expressed  surprise 
at  seeing  him  thus  occupied,  ‘ Is  it  not  better  to  play  with 
children,  than  to  share  with  you  the  administration  of 
affairs  P ’ The  contempt  which  pierces  through  this  repty, 
and  which  subsequently  grew  into  confirmed  misanthropy, 
may  have  been  the  result  of  morbid  meditation,  rather  than 
of  virtuous  scorn.  Was  it  because  the  citizens  were  cormpt 
that  he  refused  to  exert  himself  to  make  them  virtuous? 
Was  it  because  the  citizens  were  cormpt,  that  he  retired  to 
the  mountains,  and  there  lived  on  herbs  and  roots,  like  an 
ascetic  ? If  Ephesus  was  dissolute,  was  there  not  the  rest  of 
Greece  for  him  to  make  a home  of?  He  fled  to  the  moun- 
tains, there,  in  secret,  to  prey  on  his  own  heart.  He  was  a 
misanthrope,  and  misanthropy  issues  more  from  the  morbid 
consciousness  of  self,  than  from  the  sorrowful  opinion  formed 
of  others. 

In  a contemptuous  letter  he  thus  declined  the  courteous 
invitation  of  Darius  to  spend  some  time  at  his  court. 


• Mavkkx,  Mural  and  Metaphyaical  Philosophy. 
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‘ ITeracUlus  of  Ephesus  to  the  King  Darius,  son  of  TJystaspes, 

health ! 

‘ All  men  depart  from  the  paths  of  truth  and  justice.  They 
have  no  attachment  of  any  kind  but  avarice ; they  only  aspire 
to  a vain-glory  with  the  obstinacy  of  folly.  As  for  me,  I 
know  not  malice ; I am  the  enemy  of  no  one.  I utterly 
despise  the  vanity  of  courts,  and  never  will  place  my  foot  on 
Persian  groimd.  Content  with  little,  I live  as  I please.’ 

The  Philosophy  of  Heraclitus  was  delivered  in  such  enig- 
matical terms,  that  he  was  called  ‘the  Obscure.’  A few 
fragments  have  been  handed  down  to  us.*  From  these  it 
would  be  vain  to  hope  that  a consistent  system  could  be 
evolved ; but  from  them,  and  from  other  sources,  we  may 
gather  the  general  tendency  of  his  doctrines. 

Tlie  tradition  which  assigns ‘him  Xenophanes  as  a teacher, 
is  borne  out  by  the  evident  relation  of  their  systems.  Hera- 
clitus is  somewhat  more  Ionian  than  Xenophanes : that  is  to 
say,  in  him  the  physical  explanation  of  the  universe  is  more 
prominent.  At  the  same  time,  Heraclitus  is  neither  frankly 
Ionian  nor  Italian  ; he  wavers  between  the  two.  The  pupil 
of  Xenophanes  woidd  naturally  regard  human  knowledge  as 
a mist  of  error,  through  which  the  sunlight  only  gleamed  at 
intervals.  But  the  inheritor  of  the  Ionian  doctrines  would 
not  adopt  the  conclusion  of  the  Mathematical  school,  namely, 
that  the  cause  of  this  imcertainty  of  knowledge  is  the  un- 
certainty of  sensuous  impression*;  and  that  consequently 
Reason  is  the  only  fountain  of  truth.  He  maintained  that 
the  senses  are  the  sources  of  aU  true  knowledge,  for  they 
drink  in  the  imiversal  intelligence.  The  senses  deceive  only 
when  they  belong  to  barbarian  souls ; in  other  words,  the  dl- 
cducated  sense  gives  false  impressions,  the  rightly-educated 
sense  gives  truth.  Whatever  is  common  is  true ; whatever  is 
remote  from  the  common,  i.  e.  the  exceptional,  is  false.  The 

• SCIH.KIF.KMACHBB  ha»  collected,  end  endeavoured  to  interpret  them,  in  Wolf 
and  BumiAHx’s  Miueun  der  AUerthunumueMchaften,  voL  i,  part  iii. 

t 8 
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True  is  tlie  Unhidden.*  Those  whose  senses  are  open  to  re- 
ceive the  Unhidden,  the  Universal,  attain  truth. 

As  if  to  mark  the  distinction  between  himself  and  Xeno- 
phanes more  forcibly,  he  saj's : ‘ Inhaling  through  the  breath 
the  Universal  Ether,  which  is  Divine  Eoason,  we  become  con- 
scious. In  sleep  we_  are  unconscious,  but  on  waking  we  agsiin 
become  intelligent ; for  in  sleep,  when  the  organs  of  sense  are 
closed,  the  mind  within  is  shut  out  from  all  sympatliy  with 
the  surrounding  ether,  the  universal  Reason ; and  the  only 
connecting  medium  is  the  breath,  as  it  were  a root,  and  by 
this  separation  the  mind  loses  the  power  of  recollection  it  be- 
fore possessed.  Nevertheless  on  awakening  the  mind  repairs 
its  memory  through  the  senses,  as  it  were  through  inlets  ; and 
thus,  coming  into  contact  with  the  surrounding  ether,  it  re- 
smnes  its  intelligence.  As  fuel  when  brought  near  the  fire  is 
altered  and  becomes  fiery,  but  on  being  removed  again  be- 
comes quickly  extinguished ; so  too  the  portion  of  the  all- 
embracing  which  sojourns  in  our  body  becomes  more  irrational 
when  separated  from  it;  but  on  the  restoration  of  this  con- 
nection, through  its  many  pores  or  inlets,  it  again  becomes 
similar  to  the  whole.’ 

Can  anything  be  more  opposed  to  the  Eleatic  doctrine  ? 
That  system  rests  on  the  certitude  of  pime  Reason ; this 
declares  that  Reason  left  to  itself,  i.  e.  the  mind  when  it  is 
not  noiu-ished  by  the  senses,  c.an  have  no  true  knowledge. 
The  one  system  is  exclusively  rational,  the  other  exclusively 
sensuous ; but  both  are  pantheistical,  for  in  both  it  is  the 
universal  Intelligence  which  becomes  conscious  in  man, — a 
conception  pushed  to  its  ultimate  limits  by  Hegel.  Accord- 
ingly Hegel  declares  that  there  is  not  a single  point  in  the 
Logic  of  Heraclitus  which  he,  Hegel,  has  not  developed  in 
his  own  Logic. t 

The  reader  will  remark  how  in  Heraclitus,  as  in  Par- 
menides, there  is  opened  the  great  question  which  for  so 

• ’AAtjAIj  iiii  This  kind  of  play  upon  words  is  very  characteristic  of 

DU  taphysical  thinkers  in  all  agos. 

t Hkoel  : Gcich.  dcr  Phil.  i.  301. 
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long  agitated  the  schools,  and  which  still  agitates  them, — the 
question  respecting  the  origin  of  our  ideas.  He  will  also 
remark  how  the  two  great  parties,  into  which  thinkers  have 
divided  themselves  on  the  question,  are  typified  in  these  two 
early  thinkers.  In  Parmenides  the  idealist  school,  with  its 
disregard  of  sense ; in  Heraclitus  the  sensational  school,  with 
its  disregard  of  everything  not  derived  from  sensation. 

With  Xenophanes,  Heraclitus  agreed  in  denouncing  the 
perpetual  delusion  which  reigned  in  the  mind  of  man  ; but 
he  placed  the  cause  of  that  delusion  in  the  imperfection  of 
human  Season,  not,  as  Xenophanes  had  done,  in  the  im- 
perfection of  Sense.  He  thought  that  man  had  too  Uttlo  of 
the  Divine  Ether  (soul)  within  him.  Xenophanes  thought 
that  the  senses  clouded  the  intellectual  vision.  The  one 
coimselled  man  to  let  the  Universal  mirror  itself  in  his  soul 
through  the  senses ; the  other  counselled  him  to  shut  him- 
self up  within  himself,  to  disregard  the  senses,  and  to  com- 
mune only  with  ideas. 

It  seems  strange  that  so  palpable  a contradiction  between 
two  doctrines  should  ever  have  been  overlooked.  Heraclitus 
is  often  said  to  have  regarded  the  world  of  Sense  as  a per- 
petuiU  delusion  : and  this  is  said  in  the  very  latest  and  not 
the  least  critical  of  Histories.  Whence  this  opinion  ? Simply 
from  the  scepticism  of  both  Heraclitus  and  Xenophanes  with 
respect  to  Phenomena  (appearances).  It  is  true  they  both 
denied  the  certainty  of  human  knowledge,  but  they  denied 
this  on  different  grounds.  ‘ Man  has  no  certain  knowledge,’ 
said  Heraclitus,  ‘ but  God  has ; and  vain  man  learns  from 
God  just  as  the  boy  from  the  man.’  In  his  conception, 
human  intelligence  was  but  a portion  of  the  Universal  In- 
telligence ; but  a part  can  never  be  otherwise  than  imperfect. 
Hence  it  is  that  the  opinion  of  all  mankind  upon  any  subject 
(common  sense)  must  be  a nearer  approximation  to  the 
truth  than  the  opinion  of  any  individual ; because  it  is  an 
accumulation  of  parts,  making  a nearer  approach  to  the 
whole. 

Men  erred  by  following  their  individual  judgement  as  if  it 
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were  the  absolute  judgement,  as  if  reason  belonged  to  each 
individually.  But  the  real  way  of  reaching  truth  was  to 
get  free  from  this  individual  bias,  and  to  foUow  the 
universal  reason.  Each  man  must  familiarise  his  mind  with 
thiit  common  process  which  directs  the  world ; in  sleep  he 
leaves  the  individual  world  and  retires  into  the  universal 
reason.  No  man  really  understands,  no  man  is  possessed  of 
universal  reason,  unless  he  has  discovered  the  general  scheme 
of  tilings,  namely  its  perpetual  altematum,  its  unity  of  con- 
traries. Whoever  had  risen  to  this  height  had  mastered  the 
universal  reason. 

WTiile  therefore  he  maintained  the  uncertainty  of  all 
knowledge,  he  also  maintained  its  certainty.  Its  origin  was 
Sense ; being  sensuous  and  individual,  it  was  imperfect, 
because  individual ; but  it  was  true  as  far  as  it  went.  The 
ass,  he  scornfully  said,  prefers  thistles  to  gold.  To  the  ass 
gold  is  not  so  valuable  as  thistle.  The  ass  is  at  once  right  and 
wrong.  Man  is  equally  right  and  wrong  in  all  positive 
affirmations ; for  nothing  truly  is,  about  which  a positive 
affirmation  can  be  made.  ‘ All  is,’  he  said,  ‘ and  all  is  not ; 
for  though  in  truth  it  does  come  into  being,  yet  it  forthwith 
ceases  to  be.’ 

We  are  here  led  to  his  celebrated  doctrine  of  all  things  as 
a ‘ perpetual  flux  and  reflux  ; ’ which  Hegel  declares  to  be  an 
anticipation  of  his  own  celebrated  dogma,  Seyn  und  Nichtseyn 
igl  daggelbe : ‘ Being  and  Non-being  is  tlie  same.’  * Heraclitus 
conceived  the  principle — of  all  things  to  be  Fire.  To 
him  Fire  was  the  type  of  spontaneous  force  and  activity ; not 
flame,  which  was  only  an  intensity  of  Fire,  but  a warm,  dry 
vapour — an  Ether  ; this  was  the  beginning.  He  says  : ‘ The 
world  was  neither  by  Godt  nor  man  ; and  it  was,  and  is,  and 


* ifucb  of  the  ridicule  which  this  logical  canon  hna  excited,  especially  in 
England,  has  been  prompted  by  the  blinde&t  misunderstanding.  The  laughers, 
misletl  by  verbal  ambiguity,  have  imderstotxl  Hegel  to  say  that  Existence  and 
Non-Existence  was  one  and  the  same,  as  if  by  Nichtaryn  he  meant  Nothing  in  the 
common  acceptation  of  that  wonl.  By  Nothing  ho  meant  no  thing— -no  discreet 
determined  object — existence  pure  and  simple,  fret'  from  all  conditions. 

t This  ia  the  translation  given  in  Bittkb  : it  is  not  however  exact ; oth-f  ti»  Bt&y 
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ever  shall  be,  an  ever-living  fire  in  due  measure  self-enkindled 
and  in  due  measiu-e  self-extinguished.’  That  this  is  but  a 
modification  of  the  Ionian  system,  the  reader  will  at  once  dis- 
cern. The  fire,  which  here  stands  as  the  semi-symbol  of  Life 
and  Intelligence,  because  of  its  spontaneous  activity,  is  btit  a 
modification  of  the  Water  of  Thales  and  the  Air  of  Anaxi- 
menes ; moreover,  it  is  only  semi-symbolical.  Those  who  accept 
it  as  a pure  symbol  overlook  the  other  parts  of  the  system. 
The  system  which  proclaims  the  senses  as  the  source  of  all 
knowledge  necessarily  attaches  itself  to  a material  element  as 
the  primary  one.  At  the  same  time  this  very  system  is  in  one 
respect  a deviation  from  the  Ionian ; in  the  distinction 
between  sense-knowledge  and  reflective  knowledge.  Hence  we 
placed  Diogenes  of  Apollonia  as  the  last  of  the  pure  lonians ; 
although  chronologically  he  came  some  time  after  Heraclitus, 
and  his  doctrine  is  in  many  respects  the  same  as  that  of 
Heraclit\is. 

This  Fire  which  is  for  ever  kindling  into  flame,  and  passing 
into  smoke  and  ashes  ; this  restless,  changing  flux  of  things 
which  never  are,  but  are  ever  becoming ; this  Heraclitus 
proclaimed  to  be  God,  or  the  One. 

Take  his ’ beautiful  illustration  of  a river:  ‘No  one  has 
ever  been  twice  on  the  same  stream ; for  difierent  waters  are 
constantly  flowing  down  ; it  dissipates  its  waters  and  gathers 
them  again — it  approaches  and  it  recedes — it  overflows  and 
falls.’  This  is  evidently  but  a statement  of  the  flux  and 
reflux,  as  in  his  aphorism  that  ‘ all  is  in  motion ; there  is  no 
rest  or  qxiietude.’  Let  us  also  add  here  what  Ritter  says  : — 

‘ The  notion  of  life  implies  that  of  alteration,  which  by  the 
ancients  was  generally  conceived  as  motion.  The  Universal 
Life  is  therefore  an  eternal  motion,  and  therefore  tends,  as 
every  motion  must,  towards  some  end,  even  though  this  end, 
in  the  course  of  the  evolution  of  life,  present  itself  to  ns  as 
a mere  transition  to  some  ulterior  end.  Heraclitus  on  this 
ground  supposed  a certain  longing  to  be  inherent  in  Fire,  to 

in  the  original,  i.  o.  ‘ neither  one  of  the  Gods,’  meaning  of  course  one  of  the  poljr- 
theistic  Deities. 
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gratify  which  it  constantly  transformed  itself  into  some  de- 
terminate form  of  being,  without,  however,  any  wish  to 
maintain  it,  but  in  the  mere  desire  of  transmuting  itself 
from  one  form  into  another.  Tlierefore,  to  make  worlds  is 
Jove’s  pastime.’ 

He  explained  phenomena  as  the  concurrence  of  opposite 
tendencies  and  efforts  in  the  motion  of  the  ever-living  Fire, 
out  of  which  results  the  most  beautiful  harmony.  AH  is 
composed  of  contraries,  so  that  the  good  is  also  evil,  the  living 
is  dead,  etc.  The  harmony  of  the  world  is  one  of  conflicting 
impulses,  like  that  of  the  lyre  and  the  bow.  The  strife 
between  opposite  tendencies  is  the  parent  of  aU  things : 
Tro\e/ju)S  irivrcov  fuv  iraTTjp  iarl  irdvrtav  Si  ^aaiXfvs,  kuI  roi/f 
fiiv  6tovs  eSsi^e  tovs  Si  dvOpanrovs  Toiis  pip  SovXopf  eiroitja-e  rovs  Si 
t\ev6ipovs.  Nor  is  this  simple  metaphor : the  strife  here 
spoken  of  is  the  splitting  in  two  of  that  which  is  in  essence 
one ; the  contradiction  which  necessarily  lies  between  the 
particular  and  the  general,  the  result  and  the  force.  Being 
and  Non-Being.  All  life  is  change,  and  change  is  strife. 

Heraclitus  was  the  first  to  proclaim  the  absolute  vitality 
of  Nature,  the  endless  change  of  matter,  the  mutability  and 
perishability  of  all  individual  things,  in  contraist  with  the 
eternal  Being,  the  supreme  Harmony  which  rules  over  all. 

The  view  here  taken  of  his  doctrines  wiU  at  once  explain  the 
position  in  which  we  have  placed  them.  Heraclitus  stands 
with  one  foot  on  the  Ionian  path,  and  with  the  other  on  the 
Italian  ; but  his  attempt  is  not  to  unite  these  two  ; his  oflBce 
is  negative ; he  has  to  criticise  both. 

§ n.  Anaxagoras. 

Anaxagoras  is  generally  said  to  have  been  bom  at  Cla- 
zomenoe  in  Lydia,  not  far  from  Colophon.  Inheriting  from 
his  family  a splendid  patrimony,  he  seemed  bora  to  figure 
in  the  State ; but,  like  Parmenides,  he  disregarded  all 
such  external  greatness,  and  placed  his  ambition  elsewhere. 
Early  in  life,  so  early  as  his  twentieth  year,  the  passion  for 
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plulosophy  engrossed  him.  Like  all  young  ambitious  men, 
he  looked  with  contempt  upon  the  intellect  exhibited  in  his 
native  city.  His  soul  panted  for  the  capital.  The  busy 
activity  and  the  growing  importance  of  Athens  solicited 
him.  He  yearned  towards  it  as  the  ambitious  youth  in  a 
provincial  town  yearns  for  London  ; as  all  energy  longs  for 
a fitting  theatre  on  which  to  play  its  part. 

He  came  to  Athens.  It  was  a great  and  stirring  epoch. 
The  countless  hosts  of  Persia  had  been  scattered  by  a hand- 
ful of  resolute  men.  The  political  importance  of  Greece,  and 
of  Athens  the  Queen  of  Greece,  was  growing  to  a climax. 
The  Age  of  Pericles,  one  of  the  most  glorious  in  the 
annals  of  mankind,  was  dawning.  The  Poems  of  Homer 
formed  the  subject  of  literary  conversation.  The  early 
triumphs  of  3Jschylus  had  created  a Drama,  such  as  stiU 
remains  the  wonder  and  delight  of  scholars  and  critics.  The 
young  Sophocles,  that  perfect  flower  of  antique  art,  was  then 
in  his  bloom,  meditating  on  that  Drama  which  he  was  here- 
after to  bring  to  perfection  in  the  Antigone  and  the  Gidipue 
Rex.  The  Ionian  philosophy  had  found  a home  at  Athens  ; 
and  the  young  Anaxagoras  shared  his  time  with  Homer  and 
Anaximenes.* 

Philosophy  soon  obtained  the  supreme  place  in  his  affec- 
tions. He  yielded  himself  to  the  fascination,  and  declared 
that  the  aim  and  purpose  of  his  life  was  to  contemplate  the 
heavens.  All  care  for  his  affairs  was  given  up.  His  estates 
ran  to  waste,  whilst  he  was  solving  problems.  But  the  day  he 
found  himself  a beggar,  he  exclaimed,  ‘ To  Philosophy  I owe 
my  worldly  ruin,  and  my  soul’s  prosperity.’  He  commenced 
teaching,  and  among  illustrious  pupils  counted  Pericles, 
Euripides,  and  Socrates. 

* By  this  wo  no  more  iiilimate  that  he  was  a disciple  of  Anaximenes  (as  some 
historians  assert)  than  that  he  was  a friend  of  Homer.  But  in  some  such 
ambiguous  phrase  as  that  in  the  text,  must  the  error  of  calling  him  the  disciple 
of  Anaximenes  hare  arisen.  BarcKHn's  own  chronology  is  strangely  at  variaiico 
with  his  statement : for  he  places  the  birth  of  Anaximenes,  66th  Olympiad ; that 
of  Anaxogaras,  70th  Olympiad:  thus  making  the  master  fifty-six  years  old  at  tho 
birth  of  the  pupil ; and  the  pupil  had  reached  the  mitldle  of  his  life  before  seeking 
the  supposed  master,  who  must  then  have  biH>u  a century  old. 
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He  was  not  long  without  paying  the  penalty  of  success. 
The  envy  and  uncharitableness  of  some,  joined  the  bigotry 
of  others  in  an  accusation  of  impiety  against  him.  He  was 
tried,  and  condemned  to  death ; but  owed  the  mitigation 
of  his  sentence  into  banishment,  to  the  eloquence  of  his  friend 
and  pupil,  Pericles.  Some  have  supposed  that  the  cause  of 
his  persecution  was  this  very  friendship  of  Pericles ; and  that 
the  statesman  was  struck  at  through  the  unpopular  philo- 
sopher. The  supposition  is  gratuitous,  and  belongs  rather 
to  the  ingenuity  of  modern  scholarship,  than  to  the  sober 
facts  of  history.  In  the  persecution  of  Anaxagoras  there  is 
nothing  but  what  was  very  natural ; it  was  the  persecution 
which  occurred  afterwards  in  the  case  of  Socrates,  and  has 
subsequently  occmred  a thousand  times  in  the  history  of  man- 
kind, as  the  simple  effect  of  outraged  convictions.  Anaxa- 
goras attacked  the  religion  of  his  time  : he  was  tried  and 
condemned  for  his  temerity. 

After  his  banishment  he  resided  in  Lampsacus,  and  there 
preserved  tranquillity  of  mind  until  his  death.  ‘ It  is  not  I 
who  have  lost  the  Athenians  ; it  is  the  Athenians  who  have 
lost  me,’  was  his  proud  reflection.  He  continued  his  studies, 
and  was  highly  respected  by  the  citizens,  who,  wishing  to  pay 
some  mark  of  esteem  to  his  memory,  asked  him  on  his  deatli- 
bed  in  what  manner  they  could  do  so.  He  begged  that 
the  day  of  his  death  might  be  annually  kept  as  a holiday 
in  all  the  schools  of  Lampsacus.  For  centuries  this  request 
was  fulfilled.  He  died  in  his  seventy-third  j’ear.  A tomb 
was  erected  to  him  in  the  city,  with  this  inscription : — 

Tliia  tomb  grciit  Anaxaporas  confines, 

Whose  mind  exploml  the  heavenly  paths  of  Truth. 

His  phUosoiihy  contains  so  many  contradictory  principles, 
or  perhaps  it  would  be  more  correct  to  say  so  manj-  contra- 
dictory principles  are  attributed  to  him,  that  it  would  be  vain 
to  attempt  a systematic  view  of  them.  We  may,  as  usual, 
confine  ourselves  to  leading  doctrines. 

On  the  great  subject  of  the  origin  and  certainty  of  our 
knowledge,  he  differed  from  Xenophanes  and  Heraclitus. 
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He  thought,  with  the  former,  that  all  sense-knowledge  is 
delusive ; and,  with  the  latter,  that  all  knowledge  comes 
through  the  senses.  Here  is  a double  scepticism  brought  into 
play.  It  has  usually  been  held  that  these  two  opinions  con- 
tradict each  other ; that  he  could  not  have  maintained  both. 
Yet  both  opinions  are  tenable.  His  reason  for  denying 
certainty  to  the  senses  was  the  incapacity  of  distinguishing 
all  the  real  objective  elements  of  which  things  are  composed. 
Thus  the  eye  discgms  a complex  mass  which  we  call  a flower ; 
but  discerns  nothing  of  that  of  which  the  flower  is  composed. 
In  other  words,  the  senses  perceive  phenomena,  but  do  not 
and  cannot  observe  noumena,* — an  anticipation  of  the 
greatest  discovery  of  psychology,  though  seen  dimly  and  con- 
fusedly by  Anaxagoras.  Perhaps  the  most  convincing  proof 
of  his  having  so  conceived  knowledge  is  in  the  passage  quoted 
by  Aristotle  : ‘ Things  are  to  each  according  as  they  seem  to 
him  ’ {oTi  roiavra  airrols  ra  Sura,  ola  &v  imohd^etai).  What  is 
this  but  the  assertion  of  all  knowledge  being  confined  to 
phenomena  ? It  is  further  strengthened  by  the  passage  in 
Sextus  Empiricus,  that  ‘ phenomena  are  the  criteria  of  our 
knowledge  of  things  beyond  sense,’  i.  e.  things  inevident  are 
evident  in  phenomena  (t^»  r&v  dSij\a>v  KaraXipfritof,  rd  <f>atp6- 
fisva). 

It  must  not,  however,  be  concluded,  from  the  above,  that 
Anaxagoras  regarded  Sense  as  the  sole  origin  of  Knowledge. 
He  held  that  the  Keason  {\oyoi}  was  the  regulating  faculty 
of  the  mind,  as  Intelligence  {vovt)  was  of  the  universe.  The 
senses  are  accurate  in  their  reports ; but  their  reports  are  not 
accurate  copies  of  Things.  They  reflect  objects ; but  they 
reflect  them  as  these  objects  appear  to  Sense.  Reason  has 
to  control  these  impressions,  to  verify  these  reports. 


* youtnenon  is  the  antithesis  to  PAenommon,  which  Appearance;  liou- 

maion  means  the  Sub^iratum^  or,  to  lutv  the  scholastic  word,  the  SuAe/ancr.  Thus, 
as  matter  is  recognised  by  us  only  in  its  manifestations  (phenomena),  we  may 
Ic^cally  distinguish  those  manifestAtions  from  the  thing  manifested  (noumcnon). 
And  the  former  will  bo  the  materia  circa  quam  ; the  latter,  the  $nateria  in  qud. 
Koumenon  is  therefore  equivalent  to  the  Kiscnce ; Phenomenon  to  the  Mani~ 
/estaiiofu. 
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Let  iis  now  apply  this  doctrine  to  the  explanation  of  some 
of  those  apparently  contradictory  statements  which  have 
puzzled  critics.  For  instance,  Anaxagoras  says  that  snow  is 
not  white  but  black,  because  the  water  of  which  it  is  com- 
posed is  black.  Now,  in  this  he  coidd  not  have  nmant  that 
snow  did  not  appear  to  our  senses  white  ; his  express  doctrine 
of  sense-knowledge  forbids  such  an  interpretation.  But 
Reason  told  him  that  the  Senses  gave  inaccurate  reports ; 
and,  in  this  instance.  Reason  showed  him  Jiow  their  report 
was  contradictory,  since  the  water  was  black,  yet  the  snow 
white.  Here,  then,  is  the  whole  theory  of  knowledge  ex- 
emplified : Sense  asserting  that  snow  is  white ; Reflection 
asserting  that  snow  made  from  black  water  could  not  he 
white,  only  geem  white.  He  had  another  illustration  : — Take 
two  liquids,  white  and  black,  and  pour  the  one  into  the  other 
drop  by  drop ; the  eye  will  be  unable  to  discern  the  actual 
change  as  it  is  gradually  going  on ; it  will  only  discern  it  at 
certain  marked  intervals. 

Thus  did  he  separate  himself  at  once  from  Xenophanes  and 
Heraclitus.  From  the  former,  because  admitting  Sense  to 
be  the  only  criterion  of  things,  the  oidy  source  of  knowledge, 
he  could  not  regard  the  Xoyos  as  the  unfailing  source  of  truth, 
but  merely  as  the  reflective  power,  whereby  the  reports  of 
sense  were  controlled.  From  the  latter,  because  reflection 
convinced  him  that  the  reports  of  the  senses  were  subjectively 
true,  but  objectively  false.*  Both  Xenophanes  and  Heraclitus 
had  principles  of  absolute  certitude ; the  one  proclaimed 
Reason,  the  other  Sense,  to  be  that  principle. 

Anaxagoras  opposed  the  one  by  showing  that  the  Reason 
was  dei>endent  on  the  Senses  for  materials ; and  he  opposed 
the  other  by  showing  that  the  materials  were  fallacious. 

* Subjoctire  and  olijccliTo  arc  now  almost  naturalised  terms : it  may  not  l>e 
8U(N‘rfluuus,  nevcrtheli  ss,  to  explain  them.  The  suhjfct  me^im  ‘ the  Mind  of  the 
Thinker’  {^o),  the  means  the  ‘ Thing  thought  of’  The  altovo 

{mssoge — ‘ the  reports  of  the  senses  being  suhjet'lively  true  * — moans  tliat  tlic  si'nsos 
truly  inform  us  of  their  imprtjun'ong ; but  tlu^so  impressions  ore  not  at  all  like  the 
actual  ohjccta  (as  may  be  shown  by  the  appearance  of  a stick,  half  of 

which  is  dipj.Hid  in  water),  juid  therefore  the  reports  are  objectively  false. 
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Having  thus,  not  withont  considerable  difficulty,  brought 
bis  various  opinions  on  human  knowledge  under  one  system, 
let  us  endeavour  to  do  the  same  for  his  cosmology.  The 
principle  of  his  system  is  thus^  amjounced : — ‘Wrongly  do 
the  Greeks  suppose  that  3.ught  begins  or  ceases  to  be ; for 
nothing  comes  into  being  or  is  destroyed ; but  all  is  an 
aggregation  or  secretion  of  pre-existent  things : so  that  all 
becoming  might  more  correctly  bo  called  becoming-mixed, 
and  all  corruption  becoming-separate.’  He  denied  a Creation, 
admitting  only  an  Arrangement : instead  of  one  first  element, 
there  was  an  infinite  number  of  elements.  These  elements 
were  the  celebrated  honueomeriae  : — ■ 

Ex  aurique  putat  micis  eonsistcro  posse 
Annim,  c*t  do  torria  torram  concroscorc  parvis, 

IgnibuH  ox  ignom,  humorom  ox  huraorilms  esse; 

• Cattera  consimlli  fingit  ratione  putabiue.* 

This  singular  opinion,  which  maintains  that  flesh  is  made 
of  molecules  of  elementary  flesh,  and  bones  of  elementary 
bones,  and  so  forth,  is  intelligible  on  his  theory  of  knowledge. 
Sense  discerns  elementary  differences  in  matter,  and  Reflection 
confirms  the  truth  of  this  observation.  Nothing  can  proceed 
from  Nothing;  the  universe  can  be  only  an  Arrangement  of 
existing  things ; but  when  in  this  Arrangement  certain  things 
are  discovered  to  be  radically  distinguished  from  each  other, 
gold  from  blood  for  example, — either  the  distinction  observed 
by  the  Senses  is  altogether  false,  or  else  the  things  distin- 
guished must  be  elements.  But  the  first  horn  of  the  dilemma 
is  avoided  by  the  sensuous  nature  of  all  knowledge ; if  the 
Senses  deceive  us  in  this  respect,  and  Reason  does  not  indicate 
the  deception,  then  is  all  knowledge  a delusion ; therefore, 
unless  we  adopt  scepticism,  we  must  abide  by  the  testimony  of 
the  Senses  as  to  the  essential  distinction  of  things.  But, 


• Lncimics,  i.  839. 

That  gold  from  partB  of  the  aamo  naturo  rose, 

That  earths  do  earth,  6res  fire,  airs  air  eompose, 

And  so  in  all  things  else  alike  to  those." — CnEBrn. 

There  seems  to  be  good  reason  to  believe  that  not  Anaxagoras,  but  Aristotle, 
was  the  originator  of  the  word  homaonuriti.  See  Birraa,  i.  28C. 
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having  granted  the  distinction,  we  must  grant  that  the  things 
distinguished  are  elements ; if  not,  whence  the  distinction  ? 
Nothing  can  come  of  Nothing ; blood  can  only  become  blood, 
gold  can  only  become  gold,  mix  them  how  you  will ; if  blood  can 
become  bone,  then  does  bone  become  something  out  of  nothing, 
for  it  was  not  bone  before,  and  it  is  bone  now.  But,  as  blood 
can  only  be  blood,  and  bone  only  be  bone,  whenever  they 
are  mingled  it  is  a mingling  of  two  elements,  homceomerke. 

In  the  beginning  tberefore  there  was  the  Infinite  composed 
of  homceomeruf,  or  elementary  seeds  of  infinite  variety.  So 
far  from  The  All  being  The  One,  as  Parmenides  and  Thales 
equally  taught,  Anaxagoras  proclaimed  The  All  to  be  The 
Many.  But  the  mass  of  elements  were  as  yet  immixed. 
What  was  to  mix  them  ? Wliat  power  caused  them  to  become 
arranged  in  one  harmonious  all-embracing  systenj? 

This  power  Anaxagoras  declared  to  be  Intelligence  (vovt), 
the  moving  force  of  the  Universe.  He  had,  on  the  one  hand, 
rejected  Fate,  as  an  empty  name ; on  the  other,  he  rejected 
Chance,  as  being  no  more  than  the  Cause  unperceived  by 
hiunan  reasoning  (t^i<  riry^v,  oSt/Xov  atriav  avBpanritxp 
This  is  another  remarkable  glimpse  of  what  modem  philo- 
sophy was  to  establish.  Having  thus  disclaimed  these  two 
powers,  so  potent  in  early  speculation.  Fate  and  Chance,  he 
had  no  other  course  left  than  to  proclaim  Intelligence  the 
Arranging  Power.* 

This  seems  to  us,  on  the  whole,  the  most  remarkable 
speculation  of  all  the  pre-Socratic  epoch ; and  indeed  is  so 
very  near  the  philosophic  precision  of  modern  times,  that  it 
is  with  difBculty  we  preserve  its  original  simplicity.  We  will 
cite  a portion  of  the  fragment  preserved  by  Simplicius, 
wherein  Intelligence  is  spoken  of : — ‘ IirteUigence  (voOr)  is 
infinite,  and  autocratic ; it  is  mixed  up  with  nothing,  but 
exists  alone  in  and  for  itself.  Were  it  otherwise,  were  it 
mixed  up  with  anything,  it  would  participate  in  the  nature 

• We  have  his  own  words  reporttsl  by  Diooknks,  who  says  that  his  work 
opened  thus ; ‘ Formerly  all  things  were  a confused  moss ; afterwards,  Intelli- 
gence coining,  arranged  them  into  worlds. 
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of  all  things ; for  in  all  there  is  a part  of  all ; and  so  that 
which  was  mixed  with  intelligence  would  prevent  it  from 
exercising  power  over  all  things.’* — Li  this  passage  we  may 
fancy  we  read  an  anticipation  of  the  modern  conception  of 
the  Deity  acting  through  invariable  laws,  but  in  no  way 
mixed  up  with  the  matter  acted  on.  . 

Nevertheless  a deeper  acquaintance  with  ancient  Specula- 
tion discloses  that  Anaxagoras  had  no  thought  of  making 
Noiis  the  representative  of  the  supreme  Deity,  or  even  as  a 
God  among  Gods.  It  was  only  the  abstract  form  of  the  vital 
principle  animating  animals  and  plants.  ‘ It  is  one  substance 
or  form  of  matter  among  the  rest’  says  Mr.  Grote  ‘but 
thinner  than  all  of  them  (thinner  even  than  fire  or  air)  and 
disting^shed  by  the  peculiar  characteristic  of  being  unmixed. 
It  has  moving  power  and  knowledge,  like  the  Air  of  Diogenes 
the  Apollouiate ; it  initiates  movement ; and  it  knows  about 
all  things  which  will  pass  into  or  out  of  combination.’  It 
was  not,  like  the  Demiurgus  of  Plato,  an  extra  mundane  Ar- 
chitect nor,  like  the  Nature  of  Aristotle,  an  intiu  mundane 
immanent  instinct,  but  • simply  one  among  the  numerous 
agents,  material  like  the  rest,  and  only  dift'ering  from  them 
by  being  pure.f  The  homceomeriae  are  coetemal  with  if  not 
anterior  to  the  Nous,  having  laws  of  their  own  which  they 
follow  without  waiting  for  the  dictation  of  the  Nous. 

Aristotle  objects  to  Anaxagoras,  that  ‘ he  uses  Intelligence 
as  a machine,  J in  respect  to  the  formation  of  the  world ; so 
that,  when  he  is  embarrassed  how  to  explain  the  cause  of  this 
or  that,  he  introduces  InteUigence ; but  in  aU  other  things 

* This  passage  porft'cUy  accords  with  what  Ahistotij?  says,  Df  Anim6y  i.  2,  and 
Mftaph,  i.  7. 

t See  on  this  point  HKGRf, : Gesch.  d.  Phil.  i.  356.  'Hicrliei  miisBen  wir  uns 
nieht  den  subjectiven  Gedankon  Toretellen;  wir  donken  beim  Douken  sf^Icich  au 
unser  l)enkon,^ie  es  im  Bewnsstscin  ist.  Ilier  ist  dagt^en  der  ganz  objective 
Qedanke  gemcint.  ....  Der  NoDi  ist  also  nicht -ein  denkendes  Wesen  draussen, 
das  die  Welt  eingerichtet  . . . ein  denkendos  sogenanntes  Wesen  bt  kein  Gedanko 
mehr,  ist  ein  Subject.’ 

X This  is  an  allusion  to  the  the.'itrical  artifice  of  bringing  down  a God  from 
Olympus,  to  solve  tho  difficulty  of  the  dhioueriitni,^\he  Dens  ex  machinA  of 
Horace.  We  make  this  remark  to  caution  the  reader  against  supposing  that  the 
objection  is  to  a mechanical  intelligence. 
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it  is  any  cause  but  Intelligence  which  produces  things.’ 
Anaxagoras  assigned  to  Intelligence  the  great  Arrangement 
of  the  liomoeomeria ; but  of  course  he  supposed  that  subor- 
dinate arrangements  were  carried  on  by  themselves.  The 
Christian  thinker  some  centuries  back  believed  that  the  Deity 
created  and  ordained  all  things ; nevertheless  when  he  burnt 
his  finger  the  cause  of  the  bum  he  attributed  to  fire,  and  not 
to  God ; but  when  the  thunder  muttered  in  the  sky  he  attri- 
buted that  to  no  cause  but  God.  Is  not  this  similar  to  the 
conception  formed  by  Anaxagoras  ? What  he  can  explain, 
he  does  explain  by  natural  causes ; whatever  he  is  embar- 
rassed to  explain,  whatever  he  does  not  understand,  he  at- 
tributes to  Nous.  It  is  here  we  see  the  force  of  his  opinion 
respecting  Chance  as  an  unascertained  cause : what  others 
called  the  effect  of  Chance,  he  called  the  effect  of  the  universal 
Intelligence. 

Those  who  have  read  the  Phwdo, — and  who  has  not  read  it 
in  some  shape  or  other,  either  in  the  original,  or  in  the  dim 
and  misty  version  of  some  translator  ? — those  who  have  read 
the  Phwdo,  we  say,  will  doubtless  remember  the  passage  in 
which  Socrates  is  made  to  express  his  poignant  disappoint- 
ment at  the  doctrine  of  Anaxagoras,  to  which  he  had  at  first 
been  so  attracted.  This  passage  has  an  air  of  authenticity. 
It  expresses  a real  disappointment,  and  the  disappointment 
of  Socrates,  not  merely  of  Plato.  We  believe  firmly  that 
Socrates  is  here  expressing  his  own  opinion ; and  it  is  rarely 
that  we  can  say  this  of  opinions  promiilgated  by  Plato  under 
the  august  name  of  his  master.  Here  is  the  passage  in  the 
misty  version  of  Thomas  Taylor. 

‘ But  having  once  heard  a person  reading  from  a certain 
book,  composed  as  he  said  by  Anaxagoras,  when  he  came  to 
that  part  in  which  he  says  that  intellect  orders  and  is  the 
cause  of  all  things,  I was  delighted  with  this  cause,  and 
thought  that  in  a certain  respect  it  was  an  excellent  thing 
for  intellect  to  be  the  cause  of  all ; and  I considered  if  this 
was  the  case,  disposing  intellect  would  adorn  all  things,  and 
place  everj'thing  in  that  situation  in  which  it  would  subsist 
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in  the  best  manner.  If  any  one  therefore  should  be  willing 
to  discover  the  cause  through  which  everything  is  generated 
or  corrupted,  or  is,  he  ought  to  discover  how  it  may  subsist 
in  the  best  manner,  or  suffer,  or  perform  anything  else.  In 
consequence  of  this  therefore,  it  is  proper  that  a man  should 
consider  nothing  else,  either  about  himself  or  aboxit  others, 
except  that  wliich  is  the  most  excellent  and  the  best ; but  it 
is  necessary  that  he  who  knows  this  should  also  know  that 
which  is  subordinate,  since  there  is  one  and  the  same  science 
of  both.  But  thus  reasoning  with  myself,  I rejoiced,  thinking 
that  I had  found  a preceptor  in  Anaxagoras,  who  would 
instruct  me  in  the  causes  of  thmgs  agreeable  to  my  own 
conceptions ; and  that  he  would  inform  me  in  the  first  place 
whether  the  earth  is  flat  or  round,  and  afterwards  explain 
the  cause  of  its  being  so,  adducing  for  this  purpose  that 
which  is  better,  and  showing  that  it  is  better  for  the  earth 
to  exist  in  this  manner.  And  if  he  should  say  that  it  is 
situated  in  the  middle,  that  he  would  besides  this  show  that 
it  was  better  for  it  to  be  in  the  middle — and  if  he  should 
render  all  this  apparent  to  me,  I was  so  disposed  as  not  to 
require  any  other  species  of  cause ; for  I by  no  means 
thought,  after  he  had  said  that  all  these  were  orderly  dis- 
posed by  intellect,  he  would  introduce  any  other  cause  for 
their  subsistence  except  that  which  shows  that  it  is  better 
for  them  to  exist  in  this  manner.  Hence  I thought  that  in 
rendering  the  cause  common  to  each  particular  and  to  all 
things,  he  would  explain  that  which  is  best  for  each,  and  is 
the  common  good  of  all.  And  indeed  I would  not  have 
exchanged  these  hopes  for  a mighty  gain  ! But  having  ob- 
tained his  books  with  prodigious  eagerness,  I read  them 
with  great  celerity,  that  I might  with  great  celerity  know 
that  which  is  best  and  that  which  is  base. 

‘ But  from  this  admirable  hope,  my  friend,  I was  forced 
away,  when  in  the  course  of  my  reading  I saw  him  make  no 
use  of  intellect,  nor  employ  certain  causes  for  the  purpose  of 
orderly  disposing  particulars,  but  assign  air,  aether,  and 
water,  and  many  other  things  equally  absurd,  as  the  causes 

VOL.  I.  G 
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of  things.  And  he  appeared  to  me  to  be  affected  in  a manner 
similar  to  him  who  should  assert  that  all  the  actions  of 
Socrates  are  produced  by  intellect ; and  afterwards,  endea- 
vouring to  relate  the  causes  of  each  particular  action,  should 
say  that  I now  sit  here  because,  in  the  first  place,  my  body 
is  composed  of  bones  and  nerves,  and  that  the  bones  are 
solid,  and  are  separated  by  inten'als  from  each  other ; but 
that  the  nerves,  which  are  by  nature  capal)le  of  intension 
and  remission,  cover  the  bones  together  with  the  skin  in 
which  they  are  contained.  Tlie  bones,  therefore,  being 
suspended  from  their  joints,  the  nerves,  by  straining  and 
relaxing  them,  enable  me  to  bend  my  limbs  as  at  present ; 
and  through  this  cause  I here  sit  in  an  inflected  position. 
And  again,  should  assign  other  such  like  causes  of  my  now 
conversing  with  you,  namely,  voice  and  air  and  hearing,  and 
a thousand  other  particulars,  neglecting  the  true  cause,  that 
since  it  appeared  to  the  Athenians  better  to  condemn  me  on 
this  account,  it  also  appeared  to  me  better  and  more  just  to 
sit  here,  and  thus  abiding,  sustain  the  punishment  which 
they  have  ordained  me ; for  otherwise,  by  the  dog,  as  it 
appears  to  me,  those  bones  and  nerves  would  have  been 
carried  long  ago  either  into  Megara  or  Ba>otia  through  an 
opinion  of  that  which  is  best,  if  I had  not  thought  it  more 
just  and  becoming  to  sustain  the  punishment  ordered  by  my 
country,  whatever  it  might  be,  than  to  withdraw  myself  and 
run  away.  But  to  call  things  of  this  kind  causes  is  extremely 
absurd.  Indeed,  if  any  one  should  say  that  without  pos- 
sessing such  things  as  bones  and  nerves  I could  not  act  as  I 
do,  he  would  speak  the  truth  ; but  to  assert  that  I act  as  I 
do  at  present  through  these,  and  that  I operate  with  this 
intellect,  and  not  from  a choice  of  what  is  best,  would  be 
an  assertion  full  of  extreme  negligence  and  sloth ; for  this 
would  be  the  consequence  of  not  being  able  to  collect  by 
division  tliat  the  true  cause  of  a thing  is  very  difierent  from 
that  without  which  a cause  would  not  be  a cause.’ 

Now  this  reasoning  we  take  to  be  an  ignoratio  clenchi. 
The  illustration  made  use  of  is  nothing  to  the  purpose,  and 
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would  be  admitted  by  Anaxagoras  as  true,  without  in  the 
least  iinjjugnlug  his  argumerit. 

The  Intelligence,  which  Anaxagoras  conceived,  was,  as  we 
saw,  in  no  wise  a moral  Intelligence  : it  was  simply  the 
jirimnm  mobite,  the  all-knowing  and  motive  force  by  which 
the  arrangement  of  the  elements  was  effected.  Men  are  still 
so  accustomed  to  conceive  the  divine  Intelligence  as  only  a 
more  perfect  and  exalted  human  Intelligence,  that  where 
thej"  see  no  traces  of  the  latter  they  are  prone  to  question 
the  existence  of  the  fonuer.  'Wlien  Anaxagoras  says  that 
Nous  was  the  creative  principle,  men  instantly  figure  to 
themselves  a Nous  similar  to  human  intelligence.  On  ex- 
amination they  find  that  such  an  intelligence  has  no  place  in 
the  doctrine,  whereupon  they  declare  that  Litelligence  has 
no  place  there ; the  Nous,  they  aver,  means  no  more  than 
Motion,  and  might  have  been  called  Motion. 

But  fortunately  Simplicius  has  preserved  a long  passage 
from  the  work  of  Anaxagoras  ; we  have  already  quoted  a 
portion  of  it,  and  shall  now  select  one  or  two  sentences  In 
which  the  Nous,  ius  a cognitive  power,  is  distinctly  set  forth  ; 
and  we  quote  these  the  more  readily  because  Ritter,  to  whom 
we  are  indebtc'd  for  the  passage,  has  not  translated  it : — ‘ In- 
telligence is,  of  all  things,  the  subtlest  and  purest,  and  has 
entire  knowledge  of  all.  Everything  which  has  a soul, 
whether  great  or  small,  is  governed  by  the  Intelligence  (yoOr 
xparei).  Intelligence  knows  aU  things  {‘jravra  tyvto  vous), 
both  those  that  are  mixed  and  those  that  are  separated ; and 
the  things  which  ought  to  be,  and  the  things  which  were, 
and  those  which  now  are,  and  those  which  will  be ; all  are 
arranged  by  Intelligence  (iravTo  BieKofffiTjtre  vovs*).’ 

The  relation  in  which  the  system  of  Anaxagoras  stands  to 
other  systems  may  be  briefly  characterised.  The  Infinite 
Matter  of  the  lonians  became  in  his  hands  the  homoiomeriw. 


• It  would  bo  nrcdlofts  ftflcp  this  to  refop  to  tbo  cumoroun  exprossions  of 
Aristotle  in  eonflmiation.  The  critical  reader  will  do  well  to  consult  Tukk- 
i>Ei,p.NnrBO,  Arisiot.  <ie  Anim.,  p.  4C6  el  seq.  Plato,  in  speaking  of  the  I'otj,  adds 
Kal  — Cratylu4,  p.  400. 
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Instead  of  one  substance,  such  as  Water,  Air,  or  Fire,  he 
saw  the  necessity  of  admitting'  Many  substances.  At  the 
same  time,  he  carried  out  the  Pythagorean  and  Eleatic  prin- 
cii)le  of  The  One ; thus  avoiding  the  dialectical  thrusts  of 
Zeno  against  the  upholders  of  The  Many.  Hegel  and  M. 
Cousin  would  call  this  eclecticism  ; and  in  one  sense  thej 
would  be  correct ; but  inasmuch  as  Anaxagoras  was  led 
to  his  doctrine  by  the  development  which  the  Ionian  and 
the  Eleatic  principles  liad  taken,  and  was  not  led  to  it 
by  any  eclectical  method,  we  must  protest  against  the  appli- 
cation of  such  a niime.  Tliere  was  a truth  dimly  recognised 
by  the  lonians,  namely,  that  the  material  phenomena  are 
all  reducible  to  some  noumenon,  some  apj^rj.  What  that 
Beginning  was,  they  variously  sought.  Anaxagoras  also 
sought  it ; and  his  doctrine  of  perception  convinced  him  that 
it  could  not  be  One  principle,  but  Many ; hence  his  hortuvo- 
merice.  So  far  he  was  an  Ionian.  But  there  was  also  a truth 
dimly  seen  by  the  Eleatics,  namely,  that  The  Many  could 
never  be  resolved  into  One  ; and  as  without  One  there  could 
not  be  Many,  and  with  the  Many  only  there  could  not  be 
One ; in  other  words,  as  God  must  be  The  One  from  whom 
the  multiplicity  of  things  is  derived,  the  necessity  of  admitting 
The  One  as  The  All  and  the  Self-existent  was  proved.  This 
reasoning  was  accepted  by  Anaxagoras.  He  saw  that  there 
were  Many  things ; he  saw  also  the  necessity  for  The  One. 
In  so  far  he  was  an  Eleatic. 

Up  to  this  point  the  two  doctrines  had  been  at  variance  : 
a chasm  of  infinite  depth  yawned  between  them.  Zeno’s  in- 
vention of  Dialectics  was  a result  of  this  profomid  difference. 
It  was  reserved  for  Anaxagoras  to  bridge  over  the  chasm 
which  could  not  be  fiUed  up.  He  did  so  with  consummate 
skill.  He  accepted  both  doctrines,  with  some  modifications, 
and  proclaimed  the  existence  of  the  Infinite  Intelligence  who 
was  the  Architect  of  tlie  Infinite  Matter.  By  this  means  he 
escaped  each  horn  of  the  dilemma : he  escaped  that  which 
gored  the  lonians,  namely,  as  to  hotv  and  why  the  Infinite 
Matter  became  fashioned  into  worlds  and  beings,  since  Matter 
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by  itself  can  only  be  Matter.  He  escaped  that  which  gored 
the  Eleatics,  as  to  hmo  and  why  the  Infinite  One,  who  was 
pure  and  unmixed,  became  the  Infinite  Many,  impure  and 
mixed,  since  one  thing  could  never  be  more  tlian  one  thing  : 
it  must  have  some  other  thing  on  which  to  act,  for  it  cannot 
act  upon  itself.  Anaxagoras  escaped  both  by  his  duaJistic 
theory  of  Mind  fashioning,  and  Matter  fashioned. 

A similar  bridge  was  thrown  by  him  over  the  deep  chasm 
separating  the  Sensationalists  from  the  Rationalists,  with 
respect  to  the  origin  of  knowledge.  He  admitted  both 
Sense  and  Reason ; they  had  only  admitted  either  Sense  or 
Reason. 

Tliese  two  points  entitle  Anaxagoras  to  a very  high  rank 
in  the  history  of  Philosophy. 


§ ni.  Empedocles. 

I am  forced  to  differ  from  all  historians  I have  consulted, 
except  De  Gerando,  who  hesitates  about  the  matter,  respect- 
ing the  place  occupied  by  Empedocles.  Brucker  classes  him 
among  the  Pythagoreans ; Ritter,  amongst  tlie  Eleatics ; 
Zeller  and  Hegel,  as  the  precursor  of  the  Atomists,  who 
precede  Anaxagoras;  Renouvier,  as  the  precursor  of  Ana- 
xagoras ; Tennemann  places  Diogenes  of  Apollonia  between 
Anaxagoras  and  Empedocles,  but  makes  Democritus  precede 
them.  When  I come  to  treat  of  the  doctrines  of  Empedocles, 
I shall  endeavour  to  show  the  filiation  of  ideas  from  Ana- 
xagoras. Meanwhile  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the  passage 
in  Aristotle,  on  which  very  contradictory  opinions  have  been 
grounded. 

Di  the  3rd  chapter  of  the  1st  book  of  Aristotle’s  Meta- 
physics, after  a paragraph  on  the  system  of  Empedocles, 
occurs  this  passage  : ‘ But  Anaxagonis  of  Clazomenm  being 
superior  to  him  (Empedocles)  in  respect  of  age,  but  inferior 
to  him  in  re.spect  of  opinions,  said  that  the  number  of  prin- 
ciples was  infinite.’  In  the  words  ‘ suporiur  ’ and  ‘ inferior  ’ 
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the  antithesis  of  the  orig'inal  is  presen-ed ; but  it  would  be 
less  equivocal  to  say  ‘ older  ’ and  ‘ inferior.’ 

There  are  two  other  interpretations  of  this  passage.  One 
of  them  is  that  of  M.  Cousin  (after  Hegel),  who  believes  that 
the  antithesis  of  Aristotle  is  meant  to  convey  the  fact  that 
Anaxagoras,  although  older  in  point  of  time,  is  more  recent  in 
point  of  published  doctrine  than  Ein|jedocles,  having  written 
after  him.  This  is  his  translation  : ‘ Anaxagoras,  qui  naquit 
avant  ce  dernier,  mais  qui  ecrivit  apres  lui.’ 

The  second  is  that  adopted  by  M.  Renouvier  from  M. 
Ravaisson,  wdio  inteiq)rets  it  as  meaning  that  the  doctrine  of 
Anaxagoras,  though  more  ancient  in  point  of  publication,  is 
more  recent  in  point  of  thought:  i.e.  phUosoj^hically  more 
developed,  although  historically  earlier. 

I believe  both  these  interpretations  to  be  erroneous.  There 
is  no  ground  for  them  except  the  antithesis  of  Aristotle  ; 
and  the  original  of  this  disputed  passage  is,  ’Ava^ayopas  S*  d 
K\a^ofiinios  rf}  fuv  f)\iKia  leporepos  <ov  rovrov,  roit  S’  epyois 
voTtpos : which  is  rendered  by  MM.  Pierron  and  Zevort : 
‘ Anaxagore  de  Clazomene,  I’aine  d’Empedocle,  n'eiait  pan 
arriv4  d un  gysleme  aus»i  plnmiblc.’* 

This  agrees  with  my  version.  I confess,  however,  that  on 
a first  glance  M.  Cousin’s  version  better  preserves  the  force 
of  the  antithesis  ry  piv  rj\iKM  irporspos — rot»  S'  epyots  verrspos. 
But  other  reasons  prevent  a concurrence  in  this  inteiqme- 
tation.  MM.  Pierron  and  Zevort,  in  their  note  on  the  pas- 
sage, remark : ‘ Mais  les  mots  ipy(o,  epyoit,  dans  une  opposition, 
out  ordinairement  une  signification  vague,  comme  re,  revera, 
chez  les  Latins,  et,  chez  nous,  m fait,  en  reality.’  The  force 
of  the  objection  does  not  strike  me.  If  Anaxagoras  was  in 
fact,  in  rmlitij,  posterior  to  Empedocles,  we  can  only  under- 
stand this  in  the  sense  M.  Cousin  has  understood  Aristotle  ; 
and  moreover,  MM.  Pierron  and  Zevort  here  contradict  their 
translation,  which  says  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  system  of 
Anaxagoras  was  not  so  plausible  as  that  of  Empedocles. 


• Iai  MUaph^fiqtte  AriMok,  i.  233. 
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More  weight  must  be  laid  on  the  meaning  of  v<rrepos,  which 
certainly  cannot  be  exclusively  taken  to  mean  posterior  in 
point  of  time.  In  the  11th  chapter  of  Aristotle’s  5th  book 
he  treats  of  all  the  significations  of  irporepot  and  varepot. 
One  of  these  significations  is  superiority  and  inferiority.  In 
the  sense  of  inferiority  v<rrepos  is  often  used  by  the  poets. 
Thus  Sophocles : — 

''Cl  fuaphy  ^os,  iccU  yvycuKht  ! 

O shameful  character,  below  a woman  t 

‘ Inferior  ’ is  the  primitive  meaning ; in  English  we  say, 

‘ second  to  none,’  for  ‘ inferior  to  none.’ 

This  meaning  of  varipos,  namely,  of  inferiority,  is  the  one 
always  understood  by  the  old  commentators  on  the  pas- 
sage in  question  ; none  of  them  understood  a chronological 
posteriority.  Wporepos  indicates  priority  in  point  of  time ; 
v<TTSpos  inferiority  in  point  of  merit.  Thus  Philoponus: 

‘ Prior  quidem  tempore,  sed  posterior  et  mancus  secundum 
opinionem  ’ (fol.  2 a) ; and  the  anonymous  scholiast  of  the 
Vatican  MS. : irpangpot  yovv  j(p6v<p,  a\X’  vartpos  koI  iWti- 
TTODv  Kara  rrjv  Bo^av — ‘ first  indeed  in  time,  but  second  and 
inferior  in  point  of  doctrine.’ 

The  only  question  which  now  remains  to  be  answered  in 
order  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  foregoing  interpretation  of 
varepos,  is  this : Did  Aristotle  regard  the  system  of  Anaxa- 
goras as  inferior  to  that  of  Empedocles  ? 

niis  question  can  be  answered  distinctly  in  the  afiirmative. 
The  reader  will  remember  the  passage  in  which  Aristotle 
blames  Anaxagoras  for  never  employing  his  First  Cause 
(Intelligence)  except  upon  emergencies.  Aristotle  continues 
thus  : ‘ Emiicdocles  employs  his  caitses  more  abundantly,  though 
not  indeed  sufficiently, — Kai  Ep,ireBoK\fjs  hrl  ifKiov  piv  Tovr<p 
^ijrai  Tot»  oItiois,  ov  pi)  ovre  tKavess. — Met  i.  4. 

Anaxagoras  was  bom  about  the  70th  Olympiad ; Em- 
pedocles, by  general  consent,  is  said  to  have  flourished  in  the 
84th  Olympiad : this  would  make  Anaxagoras  at  least  fifty- 
six  years  old  at  the  time  when  Empedocles  published  his 
doctrine,  after  which  age  it  is  barely  probable  that  Anaxa- 
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goras  would  have  begun  to  write ; and  even  this  probability 
vanishes  when  we  look  back  upon  the  life  of  Anaxagoras,  who 
was  teaching  in  Athens  about  the  7Gth  or  77th  Olj’uipiad, 
and  who  died  at  Lampsacus,  in  exile,  in  the  88th  Olymjjiad, 
viz.  sixteen  years  after  the  epoch  in  which  Empedocles  is  said 
to  have  flourished. 

Empedocles  was  bom  at  Agrigentum,  in  Sicily,  and  flou- 
rished about  the  84th  Olympiad  (b.c.  444).  Agrigentum 
was  at  that  period  at  the  height  of  its  splendour,  and  was  a 
formidable  rival  to  Syracuse.  Empedocles,  descended  from  a 
wealthy  and  illustrious  family,  acquired  a high  reputation  by 
his  resolute  adherence  to  the  democratic  party.  Much  of  his 
wealth  is  said  to  have  been  spent  in  a singular  but  honour- 
able manner : namely,  in  bestowing  dowries  on  poor  girls, 
and  marrying  them  to  young  men  of  rank  and  consequence. 
Like  most  of  the  early  philosophers,  he  is  supposed  to  have 
been  a great  traveller,  and  to  have  gathered  in  distant  lands 
the  wondrous  store  of  knowledge  which  he  displayed.  It 
was  assumed  that  only  in  the  far  East  could  he  have  learned 
the  potent  secrets  of  Medicine  and  Magic ; only  fi-oin  the 
Egyptian  Magi  could  he  have  learned  the  art  of  Prophecy. 

It  is  probable,  however,  that  he  did  travel  into  Italy,  and 
to  Athens.  But  in  truth  we  can  mention  little  of  his  personal 
history  that  is  not  ojien  to  question.  His  name,  like  that 
of  Pythagoras,  passed  easilj’  into  the  regions  of  fable.  The 
same  august  majesty,  of  demeanour  and  the  same  marvellous 
power  over  nature  are  attributed  to  both.  Miracles  wCre  his 
p;istimes.  In  prophecy,  in  medicine,  in  power  over  the  winds 
and  rains,  his  wonders  were  so  numerous  and  so  renowned, 
that  when  ho  appeared  at  the  Olympic  Games  all  eyes  were 
reverentially  fixed  upon  him.  His  dress  and  demeanour 
accorded  with  his  reputation.  Haughty,  impassioned,  and 
eminently  disinterested  in  character,  he  refused  the  govern- 
ment of  Agrigentum  when  freely  offered  him  by  the  citizens  ; 
but  his  love  of  distinction  showed  itself  in  priestly  garments, 
a golden  girdle,  the  Delphic  crown,  and  a numerous  train  of 
attendants.  Ho  proclaimed  himself  to  be  a God  whom  men 
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and  women  reverently  adored.  But  we  must  not  take  this 
literally : he  probably  only  ‘ assumed  by  anticipation  air 
honour  which  he  promised  all  soothsayers,  priests,  physicians, 
and  princes  of  the  people.’ 

Fable  has  also  taken  advantage  of  the  mystery  which  over- 
hangs his  death,  to  create  out  of  it  various  stories.  One 
relates  that,  after  a sacred  festival,  he  was  drawn  up  to 
heaven  in  a splendour  of  celestial  effulgence.  Another  and 
more  popular  one  is,  that  he  threw  himself  headlong  into  the 
crater  of  Mount  jEtna,  in  order  that  he  might  pass  for  a 
God,  the  cause  of  his  death  being  unknown  ; but  one  of  his 
brazen  sandals,  thrown  out  in  an  eruption,  revealed  the 
secret. 

A similar  uncertainty  exists  as  to  his  teachers  and  his 
writings.  Pythagoras,  Parmenides,  Xenophanes,  and  Ana- 
xagoras* have  all  been  positively  named  as  his  teachers. 
Unless  we  understand  the  word  teachers  in  a figurative  sense, 
we  must  reject  these  statements.  Diogenes  Laertius,  who 
reports  them,  does  so  with  an  absence  of  criticism  which 
would  be  remarkable  in  another.*  Considering  that  there 
was,  at  least,  one  hundred  and  forty  years  between  Pytha- 
goras and  Empedocles,  we  need  no  further  argument  to 
disprove  any  connection  between  them. 

Diogenes,  on  the  authority  of  Aristotle  (as  he  says),  at- 
tributes to  Empedocles  the  invention  of  Rhetoric ; and 
Quinctilian  (iii.  c.  1)  has  repeated  the  statement.  We  have 
no  longer  the  work  of  Aristotle ; but,  as  Ritter  says,  the 
assertion  must  have  arisen  from  a misunderstanding,  or  have 
been  said  in  jest  by  Aristotle,  because  Empedocles  was  the 
teacher  of  Gorgias : most  likely  from  a misunderstanding, 
since  Sextus  Empiricus  mentions  Aristotle  as  having  said 
that  Empedocles  first  inciled  or  gave  an  impulse  to  Rhetoric.f 
Aristotle,  in  his  Rhetoric,  declares  that  Corax  and  Tisias 
wore  the  first  to  publish  a written  Treatise  on  Eloquence. 

* PnwKXKS  is  one  of  the  stupidest  of  the  stupid  race  of  compilers.  His  work 
is  useful  because  containing  eitracts,  but  can  rurely  be  relied  on  for  anything  elbe. 

t Tlpwrov  Kittuni$t4yat, — Ado.  Mat.  vii. 
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We  feel  the  less  hesitation  in  rejecting  the  statement  of 
Diogenes,  because  in  the  very  passage  which  succeeds  he  is 
guilty  of  a very  gross  misquotation  of  Aristotle,  who,  as  he 
says,  ‘ in  his  book  of  The  Poets  sj>eaks  of  Empedocles  as 
Homeric,  powerful  in  his  eloquence,  rich  in  metaphors,  and 
other  poetical  figures.’*  Now  this  work  of  Aristotle  on  the 
Poets  is  fortunately  extant,  and  it  proclaims  the  very  reverse 
of  what  Diogenea  alleges.  Here  is  the  passage  : — ‘ Custom, 
indeed,  coimecting  the  iweiry  or  making  with  the  metre,  has 
denominated  some  elegiac  poets,  other  epic  poets : thus  dis- 
tinguishing poets,  not  according  to  the  nature  of  their 
imitation,  but  according  to  that  of  their  metre  only ; for  even 
they  who  composed  treatises  of  Medicine,  or  Natural  Philo- 
sophy in  verse,  are  denominated  Poets : j'et  Homer  and 
Empedocles  have  nothing  in  common  except  their  metre ; 
the  former,  therefore,  just  merits  the  name  of  9oet ; the 
other  should  rather  be  called  a Xatural  Philosopher  than  a 

Poet.’t 

The  diversity  of  opinion  with  respect  to  the  position  of 
Empedocles,  indicated  at  the  opening  of  this  chapter,  is  not 
without  significance.  That  men  such  as  Hegel,  • Ritter, 
Zeller,  and  Tennemann  should  see  reasons  for  ditferent 
classification  cannot  be  without  importance  to  the  historian. 
Their  arguments  destroy  each  other  ; but  it  does  not  there- 
fore follow  that  they  all  build  ujmii  false  grounds.  Each  view 
has  a certain  truth  in  it ; but  not  the  whole  truth.  The  cause 
of  the  difference  seems  to  be  this : Empedocles  has  some  of 
the  Pythagorean,  Eleatic,  Heraclitic,  and  Anaxagorean  in  his 
system ; so  that  each  historian,  detecting  one  of  these 
elements,  and  omitting  to  give  due  importance  to  the  others, 
has  connectetl  Empedocles  with  the  system  to  which  that  one 
element  belongs.  Ritter  and  Zeller  have,  however,  been 

* Dioo.  L**ht.  lib.  Till.  c.  ii.  | 3. 

t Dr  Poet^  c.  i.  It  in  indoed  quit<-  [wssilde  that  Diog.-nes  may  have  had 
la-foro  him  a liook  »«f>i  pcrhaiis  one  of  the  many  apurioua  treatises  current 

under  Aristotle's  name ; but  it  is  not  probable  that  Aristotle  would  have  expressed 
an  opinion  so  contrary  to  the  one  given  in  his  authentic  work. 
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aware  of  some  of  the  complex -rolatious  of  the  doctrine,  but 
failed,  we  think,  in  giving  it  its  true  position. 

Respecting  human  knowledge,  Empedocles  belongs  partly 
to  the  Eleatics.  With  them,  he  complained  of  the  im- 
jHjrfection  of  the  Senses ; land  looked  for  truth  only  in  Reason, 
which  is  partly  human  and  partly  divine : it  is  partly  clouded 
by  the  senses.  The  divine  knowledge  is  opposed  to  sensuous 
knowledge  ; for  man  cannot  approach  the  divine,  neither  can 
he  seize  it  with  the  hand  nor  the  eye.  Hence  Empedocles 
conjoined  the  duty  of  contemplating  God  in  the  mind.  But 
he  appears  to  have  proclaimed  the  existence  of  this  divdne 
knowledge  without  attempting  to  determine  its  relation  to 
human  knowledge.  In  this  respect  he  resembles  rather 
Xenophanes  than  Parmenides.* 

We  have  no  clear  testimony  of  his  having  studied  the 
works  of  Anaxagoras ; but,  if  we  had,  it  might  not  be  difficult 
to  explain  his  inferior  theory  of  knowledge  ; for,  in  truth,  the 
theory  of  Anaxagoras  was  too  farcin  advance  of  the  age  to 
be  rightly  apprehended.  Empedocles  adliered  to  the  Eleatic 
theory.  With  Xenoiffianes,  he  bewailed  the  delusion  of  the 
senses  and  experience.  Listen  to  his  lament : 

Swift‘faU<l  and  conscious,  bow  lirief  is  life’s  plcASurclcss  portion  I 
Like  the  wind-driven  smoke,  they  are  carriwl  bsekwards  and  forwards, 

Each  trusting  to  nought  save  what  his  experience  vouches, 

On  all  sides  distract«*<l ; yet  wishing  to  And  out  the  whole  truth, 

In  vain ; neither  by  eye  nor  ear  perceptible  to  man, 

Aar  tofte  groitp^d  btf  mind:  and  thou,  whon  thus  thou  hast  wandered, 

Wilt  find  that  no  further  reaches  the  knowledge  of  mortals. 

These  verses  seem  to  indicate  a scepticism  of  Reason 
as  well  as  of  the  Senses ; hut  other  passages  show  that  he 
upheld  the  integrity  of  Reason,  which  he  thought  was  only 
prevented  from  revealing  the  whole  truth  because  it  was 
imprisoned  in  the  body.  Mimdane  existence  was,  in  his 
system,  the  doom  of  such  immortal  souls  as  had  been  dis- 
graced from  Heaven.  The  Fall  of  Man  he  thus  distinctly 
enunciated : 

* Having  quote<l  Aristotle’s  testimony  of  the  sensuous  nature  of  knowledge  in 
th»*  Emp«’doclean  theory,  wr  neetl  only  here  refer  to  it;  adding  that  in  this  respect 
EiTi|)cdoclc8  ranks  with  l*armemdcs  rather  than  with  Xenophanes. 
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This  is-the  Isw  of  Fato,  of  the  Oods  an  olden  enactment, 

If  with  guilt  or  murder  a Daemon  * polluteth  bis  members, 

Thrice  ten  thousand  years  must  he  wander  apart  from  the  blessed. 

Hence,  doomed  I stray,  a fugitive  from  Gods  and  an  outcast, 

To  raging  strife  submissive. 

But  he  had  some  more  philosoJ)hical  ground  to  go  upon 
when  he  wished  to  prove  the  existence  of  Reason  and  of  the 
Divine  Nature.  He  maintained  that  like  could  only  be 
known  by  like : through  earth  we  learn  the  earth,  through 
fire  we  learn  fire,  through  strife  we  learn  strife,  and  through 
love  we  learn  love.  If,  therefore,t  like  could  only  be  known 
by  like,  the  Divine  could  only  be  known  by  Divine  Reason ; 
and,  inasmuch  as  the  Divine  is  recognised  by  man,  it  is  a 
proof  that  the  Divine  exists.  Knowledge  and  Existence 
mutually  imply  each  other. 

Empedocles  resembles  Xenophanes  also  in  his  attacks  on 
anthropomorphism.  Grod,  he  says,  has  neither  head  adjusted 
to  limbs  like  human  beings,  nor  legs,  nor  hands : 

Hfl  i»,  wholly  and  perft^y,  mind  ineffable,  holy. 

With  rapid  and  awift^glancing  thought  pervading  tho  whole  world. 

We  may  compare  these  verses  with  the  line  of  Xenophanes — 

Without  labour  he  nileth  all  things  by  reason  and  insight. 

Thus  far  Empedocles  belonged  to  the  Eleatics.  The  traces 
of  Pythagoras  are  fewer ; for  we  cannot  regard  as  such 
all  those  analogies  which  the  ingenuity  of  some  critics  has 
detected.l  In  his  life,  and  in  his  moral  precepts,  there  is  a 
strong  resemblance  to  Pythagoras ; but  in  his  philosophy  we 
see  none  beyond  the  doctrine  of  metempsychosis,  and  the 
consequent  abstinence  from  animal  food. 

Heraclitus  had  said  there  was  nothing  but  a perpetual 
flux  of  things,  that  the  whole  world  of  phenomena  was  as  a 

* An  immortAl  soul. 

t We  arc  here  tbinking  for  Empcdoclea;  we  have  no  other  authority  for  this 
statement,  than  that  something  of  the  kind  is  wanting  to  make  out  a plausible 
explanation  of  what  is  only  implied  in  the  fragments  extant.  Tlie  fragments  tell 
us  that  he  believed  in  Reason  as  the  transcendent  faculty  ; and  also  that  Rca-son 
did  in  some  way  rf^cognise  the  Divine.  All  we  have  done  is  to  supply  the  link 
wanting. 

J See  them  noticed  in  Zri.i.kr,  Phih/t.  dtr  (iriechen^  pp.  109-173  (1R4.')). 
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flowing  river,  ever-changing  yet  apparently  the  same.  Ana- 
xagoras had  also  said  that  there  was  no  creation  of  elements 
but  only  an  arrangement.  Empedocles  was  now  .to  amal- 
gamate these  views.  ‘ Fools ! ’ he  exclaims, 

Who  think  aught  can  begin  to  be  which  formerly  was  not, 

Or,  that  aught  which  is,  can  perish  and  utterly  decay.* 

Another  truth  I now  unfold : no  natural  birth 
la  there  of  mortal  things,  nor  death's  destruction  final; 

Nothing  is  there  but  a mingling,  and  then  a reparation  of  the  mingled. 
Which  are  called  a birth  and  death  by  ignorant  mortals.*  f 

So  distinct  a relationship  as  these  verses  manifest  towards 
both  Heraclitus  and  Anaxagoras  will  account  for  the  classi- 
fication adopted  by  Hegel,  Zeller,  and  Renouvier ; at  the 
same  time  it  gives  greater  strength  to  our  opinion  of  Empe- 
docles as  the  successor  of  these  two. 

The  differences  are  however  as  great  as  the  resemblances. 
Having  asserted  that  aU  things  were  but  a mingling  and  a 
separation,  he  must  have  admitted  the  existence  of  certain 
primary  elements  which  were  the  materials  mingled. 

Heraclitus  had  afltened  Fire  to  be  both  the  principle  and 
the  element ; both  the  moving,  mingling  force,  and  the 
mingled  matter.  Anaxagoras,  with  great  logical  consistency, 
affirmed  that  the  primary  elements  were  honueomeriw,  since 
nothing  could  proceed  from  nothing,  and  whatever  was 
arranged  must,  therefore,  be  an  arrangement  of  primary 
elements.  Empedocles  affirmed  that  the  primary  elements 
were  Four,  viz.  Earth,  Air,  Fire,  and  Water:  out  of  these  all 
other  things  proceed ; all  things  are  but  the  various  minglings 
of  these  four. 

Now,  that  this  is  an  advance  on  both  the  preceding  con- 
ceptions will  scarcely  be  denied ; it  bears  indubitable  evi- 
dence of  being  a later  conception,  and  a modification  of  its 
predecessors.  Nevertheless,  although  superior  as  a physical 
view,  it  has  not  the  logical  consistency  of  the  view  maintained 

* Compftrn  Anazagonu,  ag  quoted  p.  77 : ' Wrongly  do  thu  Oreeka  suppoea 
that  anght  begina  or  ceaaea  to  bo.* 

t Comparo  Anaxagoras : ‘ So  that  all-bocoming  might  more  properly  bo  called 
becoming  mixed,  and  all-corruption  becoming  separate.' 
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by  Anaxagoras  ; for,  as  Empedocles  taught  that  like  can  only 
be  known  by  like,  i.  e.  that  existence  and  knowledge  were 
identical  and  mutually  implicative,  he  ought  to  have  main- 
tained that  whatever  is  recognised  by  the  mind  as  distinct, 
must  be  distinct  in  e»ge. 

AVith  respect  to  the  Formative  Power,  wo  see  the  traces  of 
Heraclitus  and  Anaxagoras  in  about  the  same  proportion. 
Heraclitus  maintained  that  Fire  was  impelled  by  irresistible 
Desire  to  transform  itself  into  some  determinate  existence. 
Anaxagoras  maintained  that  the  infinite  Intelligence  was  the 
great  Architect  who  airanged  all  the  material  elements,  the 
Mind  that  controlled  and  fashioned  Matter.  The  great  dis- 
tinction between  these  two  systems  is,  that  the  Fire  trans- 
forms itself,  the  Nous  transforms  something  which  is  radically 
different  from  itself.  Both  these  conceptions  were  amal- 
gamated by  Emjx'docles.  lie  taught  that  Love  was  the 
creative  i>ower.  AATierever  there  is  a mixture  of  different 
elements  Love  is  exerted. 

Here  we  see  the  Desire  of  Heraclitus  sublimed  into  its 
highest  expression,  and  the  Notis  of  Anaxagoras  reduced  to 
its  moral  expression.  Love.  The  difficulties  of  the  Heraclitean 
doctrine,  namely,  as  to  how  Fire  can  ever  become  anything 
different  from  Fire,  are  avoided  by  the  adoj)tion  of  the  Ana- 
xagorean  dualism  ; wdiile  the  difficulties  of  the  Anaxagorean 
doctrine,  namely,  as  to  how  the  great  Arranger  was  moved 
and  incited  to  arrange  the  primary  elements,  are  in  some 
measure  avoided  by  the  natural  desire  of  Love  (Aphrodite). 

But  there  w’as  a difficulty  stiU  to  be  overcome.  If  Love  was 
the  creator,  that  is,  the  Mingler,  what  caused  separation  ? To 
explain  this,  he  ha<l  recourse  to  Hate.  As  the  perfect  state  of 
supramundano  existence  was  harmony,  the  imperfect  state  of 
mimdane  existence  was  Discord.  Love  was,  therefore,  the 
Formative  Principle,  and  Hate  the  Destructive.  Hence  he 
said  that 

All  tbe  membiTs  of  Go<l  wur  tc^pthcr,  onr  after  the  other. 

This  is  but  the  phrase  of  Heraclitus,  ‘ Strife  is  the  parent  of 
all  things.’  It  is  nevertheless  most  probable  that  Empedocles 
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regarded  Hate  as  only  a mundane  power,  as  only  operating 
on  the  theatre  of  the  world,  and  nowise  disturbing  the  abode 
of  the  Gods.*  For,  inasmuch  as  Man  is  a fallen  and  per- 
verted God,  doomed  to  wander  on  the  face  of  the  earth,  slcy- 
aspiring,  but  sense-clouded ; so  may  Hate  be  only  perverted 
Love,  struggling  through  apace.  Does  not  this  idea  accord 
with  what  we  know  of  his  opinions?  His  conception  of  God, 
that  is,  of  the  One,  was  that  of  a ‘ sphere  in  the  "fesom  of 
harmony  fixed,  in  calm  rest,  gladly  rejoicing.’  This  quies- 
cent sphere,  which  is  Love,  exists  above  and  around  the 
moved  World.  Certain  points  are  loosened  from  -the  com- 
bination of  the  elements,  but  the  unity  established  by  Love 
continues.  Ritter  is  convinced  that  ‘ Hate  has  only  power 
over  the  smaller  portion  of  existence,  over  that  part  which, 
disconnecting  itself  from  the  whole,  contaminates  itself  with 
crime,  and  thereby  devolves  to  the  errors  of  mortals.’ 

Our  account  of  Empedocles  will  be  found  to  vary  con- 
siderably from  that  in  Aristotle ; but  our  excuse  is  furnished 
by  the  great  Stagirite  himself,  vvho  is  constantly  telling  ns 
that  Empedocles  gave  no  reasons  for  his  oi)inions.  Moreover, 
Aristotle  makes  us  aware  that  his  own  interpretation  is  open 
to  question  ; for  he  says,  that  this  interpretation  can  only  be 
obtained  by  pushing  the  premises  of  Empedocles  to  their 
legitimate  conclusions ; a process  which  destroys  all  his- 
torical integrity,  for  what  thinker  doe»  push  his  premises  to 
their  utmost  limits  ? 


§ IV.  Democeitds. 

Tlie  laughing  Philosopher,  the  traditional  antithesis  to 
Heraclitus,  was  bom  at  Abdera  (the  new  settlement  of  the 
Teians  after  their  abandonment  of  Ionia),  in  the  80th  Olym- 
piad (b.  c.  460).  His  claim  to  the  title  of  Laugher,  d <yt\a- 
alvos,  has  been  disputed,  and  by  moderns  generally  rejected. 
Perhaps  the  native  stupidity  of  his  countrymen,  who  were 
renowned  for  abusing  the  privilege  of  being  stupid,  aflbrded 

* An  opinion  eubsoquently  put  forth  by  Plato  in  the  Phadrw. 
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him  incessant  matter  for  laughter.  Perhaps  he  was  by 
nature  satirical,  and  thought  ridicule  the  test  of  truth.  He 
was  of  a noble  and  wealthy  family,  so  wealthy  that  it  enter- 
tained Xerxes  at  Abdera.  Xerxes  in  recompense  left  some 
of  his  Magi  to  instruct  the  young  Democritus.  Doubtless  it 
was  their  tales  of  the  wonders  of  their  native  land,  and  of 
the  deep  unspeakable  wisdom  of  their  priests,  which  inspired 
him  with  the  passion  for  travel.  ‘ I,  of  all  men,’  he  says,  ‘ of 
my  day,  have  travelled  over  the  greatest  extent  of  country, 
exploring  the  most  distant  lands ; most  climates  and  regions 
have  I visited,  and  listened  to  the  most  experienced  and 
wisest  of  men ; and  in  the  calculations  of  line-measuring  no 
one  hath  surpassed  me,  not  even  the  Egyptians,  amongst 
whom  I sojourned  five  years.’  In  travel  he  spent  his  patri- 
mony : but  he  exchanged  it  for  an  amotmt  of  knowledge 
which  no  one  had  previously  equalled.  The  Abderites,  on 
his  return,  looked  on  him  with  vague  wonder.  The  sun- 
burnt traveller  brought  with  him  knowledge  which,  to  them, 
must  have  appeared  divine.  He  exhibited  a few  samples  of 
his  lore,  foretold  imexi)ected  changes  in  the  weather,  and 
was  at  once  exalted  to  the  summit  of  that  power  to  which  it 
is  a nation’s  pride  to  bow.  He  was  offered  political  supre- 
macy, but  wisely  declined  it. 

It  would  be  idle  to  detail  here  the  various  anecdotes  which 
tradition  hands  down  respecting  him.  They  are  mostly  either 
impossible  or  improbable.  That,  for  instance,  of  his  having 
put  out  his  eyes  with  a burning-glass,  in  order  that  he  might 
be  more  perfectly  and  undisturbedly  acquainted  with  his 
reason,  is  in  violent  contradiction  to  his  theory  of  the  eye 
being  one  of  the  great  inlets  to  the  soul.  Tradition  is  less 
questionable  in  its  account  of  his  having  led  a quiet  sober 
life,  and  of  his  djung  at  a very  advanced  age.  More  we 
cannot  credit. 

Respecting  his  Philosophy  there  is  some  certain  evidence ; 
but  it  has  been  so  variously  interpreted,  and  is  in  many  parts 
so  obscure,  that  historians  have  been  at  a loss  to  give  it  its 
due  position  in  relation  to  other  systems.  Reinhold,  Brandis, 
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Marbiich,  and  Hermann  view  him  as  an  Ionian ; Buliie  and 
Tenneman,  as  an  Eleatic  ; Hegel,  us  the  successor  of  Hera- 
clitus, and  the  predecess(jr  of  Anaxagonis ; Ritter,  as  a 
Sophist;  and  Zeller,  sis  the  precursor  of  Anaxagoras.  Of 
all  these  attempts  sit  cla.ssifieation,  that  hy  Ritter  seems  to 
me  the  worst.  Because  Democritus  hsns  an  occasional  phrase 
implying  great  vanity — and  those  mentioned  hy  Ritter  seem 
to  us  to  imply  nothing  of  the  kind — he  is  said  to  he  a Sophist ! 

Democritus  is  distinguished  from  the  lonians  hy  the  denial 
of  sill  sensible  quality  to  the  primary  elements;  from  the 
Eleatics  by  his  affirmation  of  the  existence  of  a multiplicity 
of  elements ; from  Heraclitus  on  the  ssime  ground ; from 
Ansi.xagoras,  as  we  shall  see  presently  ; and  from  Empedocles, 
hy  denying  the  Four  Elements,  and  the  Formative  Love. 
All  these  dillereuces  are  radical.  The  resemblances,  such  as 
they  are,  may  have  been  coincidences,  or  derived  from  one 
or  two  of  the  later  thinkers  : Parmenides  and  Anaxagoras, 
for  example. 

What  did  Democritus  teach  ? This  question  we  will  en- 
deavour to  answer  somewhat  differently  from  other  historians  ; 
but  our  answer  shall  he  wholly  grounded  on  precise  and 
certain  data,  with  no  other  novelty  than  that  of  developing 
the  system  from  its  central  principles. 

To  commence  with  Knowledge,  and  with  the  passage  of 
Aristotle,  universally  accredited  though  variously  interj)reted : 
‘ Democritus  says,  that  either  nothing  is  true,  or  what  is 
true  is  not  evident  to  us.  Universally,  in  his  system,  the 
sen.sation  constitutes  the  thought,  and  as  at  the  same  time  it 
is  hut  a change  [in  the  sentient  being],  the  sensible  pheno- 
mena (i.e.  smsafioiut)  are  of  necessity  true.’*  This  pregnant 
piussage  means,  I think,  that  sensation,  inasmuch  as  it  is 
sensation,  must  he  true  : that  is,  true  subjectively  ; hut  sen- 
sation, inasmuch  as  it  is  sensation,  cannot  he  true  objectively. 
M.  Renouvier  thinks  that  Democritus  was  the  first  to  iutro- 

• 'Htoi  oiiBiy  that  y'  "OAojs  Si  Sii  rh  lnro\ati8iviiv  fpSini- 

iriv  iiir  Trjy  alnBrilTiv  toiW-tji/  5’  that  4xxoIo!ff.l>,  rh  ^yd/itiioy  kotA  ^i|y  alo0riaiy 
iydyims  aAijWj  ylyai iletaph.  iv.  5. 

von.  I.  H 
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duce  this  distinction ; but  onr  readers  will  remember  that  it 
was  the  distinction  established  by  Anaxagoras.  Sextus 
Empiricus  quotes  the  very  words  of  Democritus  : The  sweet 
exists  only  in  form,  the  bitter  in  form,  the  hot  in  form,  the 
cold  in  form,  colour  in  form ; but  in  causal  reality  {alrit))  * 
only  atoms  and  space  exist.  The  sensible  things  which  are 
supposed  by  opinion  to  exist  have  no  real  existence,  but 
only  atoms  and  space  exist.’  t When  he  says  that  sweetness, 
heat,  colour,  etc.,  exist  in  form  only,  he  means  that  they  are 
sensible  images  constantly  emanating  from  things ; a notion 
we  shall  explain  presently.  A little  further  on,  Sextus 
reports  the  opinion,  that  we  only  perceive  that  which  falls  in 
upon  us  according  to  the  disposition  of  our  bodies ; aU  else 
is  hidden  from  us. 

Neither  Condillac  nor  Destutt  de  Tracy  has  more  distinctly 
identified  sensation  and  thought,  than  Democritus  has  in 
the  above  passages.  But  he  does  so  in  the  spirit  of  Kant 
rather  than  that  of  Condillac  ; for,  although  with  the  latter 
ho  would  say,  ‘ Penser,  c’est  sentir,’  yet  he  would  with  the 
former  draw  the  distinction  between  phenomenal  and  nou- 
menal  perception. 

But  did  sensation  constitute  all  knowledge  ? Was  there 
nothing  to  guide  man  but  the  reports  of  his  senses  ? Demo- 
critus said  there  was  Rejlection.X 

Reflection  was  not  the  source  of  absolute  truth,  but  ful- 
filled a controlling  office,  and  established  certitude,  as  far  as 
there  could  be  certitude  in  human  knowledge.  Democritus, 
aware  that  most  of  our  conceptions  are  derived  through  the 
Senses,  was  also  aware  that  many  of  them  were  utterly  in- 
dependent, and  in  seeming  defiance  of  the  Senses.  Thus  the 
‘ infinitely  small  ’ and  the  ‘ infinitely  great  ’ escape  Sense, 
but  are  affirmed  by  Reflection.  So  also  the  atoms,  which  his 
Reason  told  him  were  the  primary  elements  of  things,  could 
never  have  become  known  by  Sense. 

• Modern  editors  read  ^T«p,  Mn  reality.*  We  are  inclined  however  to  preservo 
the  old  reading,  as  more  antithetical  to 

f Adv.  Mathem.  vii.  163. 

I At&ttoia'.  etymology,  no  less  than  psychology,  justifies  this  translation. 
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He  was  not  content  with  the  theory  of  Anaxagoras.  There 
were  difficulties  which  remained  unsolved  by  it ; which, 
indeed,  had  never  been  appreciated.  Democritus  set  himself 
to  solve  the  grand  problem.  TIow  do  we  jterceive  erternal 
things?  It  is  no  satisfoctory  answer  to  say  that  we  perceive 
them  by  the  Senses.  This  is  no  better  an  explanation  than 
that  of  the  occult  quality  of  opium,  given  by  Molitire’s  phy- 
sician : ‘ L’opiiun  endormit  parcequ’il  a une  vertu  soporifique.’ 
The  question  arises  : — How  is  it  that  the  Senses  perceive  ? 

No  one  had  asked  this  question ; to  have  asked  it,  was  to 
form  an  era  in  the  history  of  Philosophy.  Men  began  by 
reasoning  on  the  reports  of  the  Senses,  unsuspicious  of  error : 
when  they  saw  anything,  they  concluded  that  what  they  saw 
existed  and  existed  as  they  saw  it.  Afterwards  came  others 
who  began  to  question  the  accuracy  of  the  Senses.  Lastly, 
came  those  who  denied  that  accuracy  altogether,  and  pro- 
noimced  the  reports  to  be  mere  delusions.  Thus  the  ques- 
tion forced  itself  on  the  mind  of  Democritus — In  what 
manner  could  the  Senses  perceive  external  things  P Once 
settle  the  modus  operandi,  and  then  the  real  efficacy  of  the 
Senses  may  be  estimated. 

The  hypothesis  by  which  ho  attempted  to  explain  percep- 
tion was  both  ingenious  and  ^oli ; and  many  centuries 
elapsed  before  a better  one  was  suggested.  He  supposed  that 
all  things  wore  constantly  throwing  off  images  of  them- 
selves {tiScoXa),  which,  after  assimilating  to  themselves  the 
surrounding  air,  enter  the  soul  by  the  pores  of  the  sensitive 
orgfan.  The  eye,  for  example,  is  composed  of  aqueous 
humours  ; and  water  sees.  But  how  does  water  sec  ? It  is 
diaphanous,  and  receives  the  image  of  whatever  is  presented 
to  it. 

This  is  a very  rude  hypothesis ; but  did  not  philosophers, 
for  centuries,  believe  that  their  senses  received  impressions  of 
things,  as  wax  receives  the  impressions  of  a seal?  and  did 
they  not  suppose  that  images  of  thmgs  were  reflected  in  the 
mind  ? This  latter  hypothesis  is,  perhaps,  less  obviously 
fantastic  and  gratuitous  ; but  how  does  the  mind  become  a 
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mirror  reflecting  the  images?  The  hypothesis  stands  as 
much  in  need  of  explanation  as  the  phenomenon  it  pretends 
to  explain. 

The  hypothesis  of  Democritus,  once  admitted,  serves  its 
purpose  ; at  least  to  a considerable  extent.  Only  the  exter- 
nal surface  of  a body  is  thrown  ofiP  in  the  shape  of  an 
e“Sti)\ov  or  image,  and  even  that  imperfectly  and  obscurely. 
The  figure  thrown  ofi'  is  not  a perfect  image  of  the  object 
throwing  it  ofif.  It  is  only  an  image  of  the  external  form, 
and  is  subject  to  variations  in  its  passage  to  the  mind.  This 
being  the  case,  the  strictly  phenomenal  nature  of  all  know- 
ledge is  necessarily  deduced.  The  idols  or  images,  being 
themselves  imperfect,  our  knowledge  is  necessarily  imperfect. 

With  this  theory  of  Knowledge  how  could  he  answer  the 
other,  greater,  question  of  Creation  ? It  is  said  that  he 
rejected  The  One  of  the  Eleatics,  The  Four  of  Empedocles, 
and  the  Homceomeriae  of  Anaxagoras,  and  declared  Atoms, 
invisible  and  intangible,  to  be  the  primary'  elements  ; and 
that  all  things  were  but  modes  of  one  of  the  triple  arrange- 
ments, namely,  configuration,  combination,  and  position. 
The  atom,  being  indivisible,  is  necessarily  one  : and,  being 
one,  is  necessarily  self-existent.  His  atoms  were  concrete 
bodies,  each  with  its  own  magnitude,  figure,  and  movement : 
escaping  our  sensuous  perception  because  of  their  smallness, 
but  capable  of  being  perceived  by  minds  of  more  delicate 
sensibility.  It  was  through  the  movements  and  collisions  of 
these  atoms  that  our  Cosmos  acquired  its  distinctive  forms 
and  laws.  Ho  did  not  find  it  necessary',  with  Anaxagoras 
and  Empedocles,  to  invoke  the  aid  of  any  extenial  agency  in 
setting  these  atoms  in  motion.  On  the  contrary,  he  thought 
that  they  had  a motion  of  their  own  as  a constituent  pro- 
jrerty.  He  further  maintained  that  every  motion  was  neces- 
sarily determined  by  one  or  more  antecedent  motions.  In- 
deed, he  recognised  the  action  of  fixed  laws  evcry'where, 
what  is  called  Chance  being  only  the  name  in  which  men 
cloak  their  ignorance  of  Law.*  By  this  hypothesis.  Demo- 
• Mullach  : Fragmmtfi,  167. 
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critus  satisfied  the  demands  of  those  who  declared  that  the 
self-existent  must  be  One  ; and  of  those  who  declared  that 
there  were  many  things  existing,  and  that  the  One  could 
never  be  more  than  the  One,  never  become  the  Many.  He 
amalgamated  the  Ionian  and  Eleatic  schools  in  his  specula- 
tion, correcting  both.  He,  doubtless,  derived  this  idea  from 
the  homceomericB  of  Anaxagoras ; or,  as  those  who  place 
Anaxagoras  later  than  Democritus  would  say,  originated  this 
idea.  It  becomes  a question,  therefore,  which  of  these 
speculations  bears  the  impress  of  greater  maturity.  On  this 
question  we  cannot  hesitate  to  pronomice.  The  idea  of 
honueomcrue  betrays  its  more  primitive  nature  in  this  : it 
attributes  positive  qualities  to  atoms,  which  qualities  are  not 
changed  or  afiected  by  combination  or  anangement.  The  idea 
of  the  atom  divested  of  all  quality,  and  only  assuming  that 
quality  as  phenomenal  when  in  combination  with  other 
atoms,  and  changing  its  quality  with  everj’  change  of  com- 
bination, is  indubitably  a far  more  scientific  specxdation ; it 
is  also  obviously  later  in  point  of  development. 

From  the  axiom  that  only  ‘ like  can  act  upon  like,’  Anaxa- 
goras formed  his  honueomerur.  Democritus  accepted  tlie 
axiom,  but  gave  it  a wider  application.  If  only  like  can  act 
ujKjn  like,  said  he,  then  must  aU  things  be  alike  in  esse ; and 
the  only  difierences  are  those  of  phenomena,  i.  e.  of  mani- 
festation ; these  depend  on  combination  and  arrangement. 

Atomism  is  homa3omerianism  stripped  of  qualities.  It 
is  therefore  the  system  of  Anaxagoras  greatly  improved. 

The  Atomism  of  Democritus  has  not  been  sufficiently 
appreciated  as  a speculation.  Leibnitz,  many  centuries  after- 
wards, was  led  to  a doctrine  essentially  similar;  his  cele- 
brated ‘ Moiiadologie  ’ is  but  Atomism,  with  a new  termi- 
nology. Leibnitz  called  his  Monad  a force,  which  to  him  was 
the  prima  materia.  Democritus  also  denied  that  atoms  had 
any  weight ; they  had  only  force,  and  it  was  the  impulsion 
given  by  superior  force  which  constituted  weight.  It  is 
worthy  of  remark  that  not  only  did  these  thinkers  concm  in 
their  doctrine  of  atomism,  but  also,  as  we  have  seen,  in  their 
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doctrine  of  the  origin  of  knowledge : a coincidence  which 
gives  weight  to  the  supposition  that  in  both  minds  one 
doctrine  was  dependent  on  the  other.* 

Attempts  have  been  made,  from  certain  expressions  attri- 
buted to  Democritus,  to  deduce  an  Intelligence,  somewhat 
similar  to  that  in  the  Anaxagorean  doctrine,  as  the  Formative 
Principle.  But  the  evidence  is  so  small  and  so  questionable, 
that  we  refrain  from  pronouncing  on  it.  Certain  it  is  that  he 
attributed  the  formation  of  things  to  Destiny ; but  whether 
that  Destiny  was  intelligent  or  not  is  uncertain. 

In  conclusion,  we  may  observe  that  his  system  was  an 
advance  on  that  of  his  predecessors.  In  the  two  great  points 
of  psychology  and  physics,  which  we  have  considered  at 
length,  it  is  impossible  to  mistake  both  a very  decided  pro- 
gress, and  the  02)ening  of  a new  line  in  each  dejiartment. 


• Auciine  dfs  idfes  que  I'antiquiti  nous  a transmisps  n’a  eu  une  plus  grande  ni 
mi!nio  une  parville  fortune.  II  faut  que  les  inventi  ure  de  la  doctrine  atomistlquc 
soient  toniMs  de  prime-abord,  on  sur  la  clef  mime  de»  phinomines  naturels,  ou  sur 
un<’  conception  que  la  constitution  de  I'esprit  hnmain  lui  suggere  iniritablement 
dans  lea  efforts  qu’il  fait  pour  aausir  la  clef  des  phenomines  naturels, — Cournot  : 
TraiU  deV  Enckainemtnt  des  Idees  fondumentaUs  dans  les  Sciences  et  dans  H Histoire^ 
1861,  i.  215. 
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In  tlie  various  attempts  of  Philosophy  which  we  have 
hitherto  followed,  three  remarkable  results  have  been  at- 
tained, and  these  contain,  as  it  were,  the  germs  of  all  sub- 
sequent speculation.  First,  the  disengagement  of  thought 
from  theological  bias,  and  the  endeavour  to  find  in 
things  themselves  an  explanation  of  their  various  changes.* 
It  was  an  ‘objective  aim  though  th®  subjective  Method  was 
employed.  It  was  a failure,  because  the  Method  was  in- 
competent. 

‘ During  the  century  and  a half  between  Thales  and  the 
beginning  of  the  Peloponnesian  War,’  says  Mr.  Grote,  ‘ we 
have  passed  in  review  twelve  distinct  schemes  of  philosophy. 
Of  most  of  these  it  may  be  fairly  said  that  each  speculated 
upon  nature  in  an  original  vein  of  his  own.  Anaximenes  and 
Diogenes,  Xenophanes  and  Parmenides,  Leukippus  and  De- 
mokrites  may  indeed  be  coupled  together  as  kindred  pairs, 
yet  by  no  means  in  such  a manner  that  the  second  of  the  two 
is  a mere  disciple  and  copyist  of  the  first.  Such  abundance 
and  variety  of  speculative  genius  and  invention  is  one  of  the 
most  remarkable  facts  in  the  history  of  the  Hellenic  mind. 
The  prompting  of  intelligent  curiosity,  the  thirst  for  some 
plausible  hypothesis  to  explain  the  Kosmos  and  its  gene- 
ration, the  belief  that  a basis  might  be  found  in  the  Kosmos 
itself  apart  from  those  mythical  personifications  which  dwelt 
both  in  the  popular  mind  and  in  the  poetical  Theogonies,  the 

* ' Kealismas  war  die  ersto  Denkart.  Alles  Philoeophiren  gcht  davon  aus  einigo 
Merkniale  unter  welchen  die  Dinge  gcdacht  werden  abzuaondera  und  ihrea 
Grand  aofzusuchon  zaerst  in  dom  /usammengesetzten  aelbat,  in  den  Objecton, 
nicht  in  dem  Verstande,  der  den  Begriff  dca  Objecta  erzeugt  hat.* — TsmnoiAKN: 
Gesch.  der  Phil.  i.  46. 
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mental  effort  required  to  select  some  known  nffency  and  to 
connect  it  by  a chain  of  reasoning  with  the  result,  all  this  is 
a new  jdienoinena  in  the  Inunan  mind.’  * 

The  Second  Result  was  a conviction  of  the  uncertainty  of 
Knowledge,  dependent  upon  the  Senses ; and  the  consequent 
necessity  of  a thorough  investigation  of  the  tools  with  which 
any  fiu’ther  attempt  could  be  made.  The  failure  of  philo- 
sophers in  solving  the  2)roblem  led  them  to  examine  the 
causes  of  the  failure.  From  investigating  cosmieal  facts  they 
turned  to  the  investigation  of  mental  facts.  Psychology  was 
commenced. 

The  objective  and  subjective  worlds  thus  became  the 
domain  of  Philo.sojihy.  Ontology  and  Psychology  were  then, 
as  now,  its  two  groat  objects  of  research  ; and  wty-e  then,  as 
now,  investigated  on  the  same  Jlethod,  with  but  slightly 
varj'ing  differences  in  the  nature  of  the  conclusions.  Demo- 
critus is  at  the  standing-j)oiiit  of  Leihnitz  ; Heraclitus  is  at 
the  standing-iioint  of  Hegel : a striking  lesson  of  the  in- 
competence of  the  Jlethod ! 

The  Third  Result  is  the  institution  of  Dialectics.  The  in- 
vestigation into  the  sources  and  validity  of  Knowledge  having 
proved  the  Senses  to  be  fiillaeious  and  the  Reason  fallible, 
led  to  the  necessity  of  a criticism  of  the  modes  of  human 
thought,  and  a systematic  exposition  of  the  sources  of  error. 
Logic,  or  the  science  of  jdjilosophical  tools,  thus  took  its 
place  beside  Ontology  and  Psychology. 

In  these  three  departments  all  Philosoi>hy  is  comprised. 
And  these  three  were  all  evolved  during  the  centiiry  and  a half 
we  have  just  suiweyed.  Our  future  course  will  make  us 
acquainted  with  various  changes  of  aspect,  with  various 
combinations  and  modifications  of  the  Elements,  but  with  no 
change  in  the  nature  of  the  problems,  and  with  no  change  in 
the  spirit  of  the  search. 

• Ghotb  : lYflCi,  i.  89. 
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The  first  crisis.  The  insufiUciency  of  Philosophy  to  solve 
the  problem  of  E.ri.'itence  and  to  establish  a basis 
of  certitude  produces  a sceptical  indifference. 


TIIF.  SOPHISTS. 

§ I.  What  were  they? 

The  Sophists'  are  a much  calumniated  race.  That  they 
should  have  been  so  fonnerly  is  not  surprising  ; that  they 
should  be  so  stiU,  is  an  evidence  that  historical  criticism  is 
yet  in  its  infancy.  In  raising  our  vt)ices  to  defend  them 
we  are  aware  of  the  paradox ; but  looked  at  nearly,  the 
paradox  is  greater  on  the  side  of  those  who  credit  and 
repeat  the  traditional  account.  In  truth,  we  know  of  few 
charges  so  unanimous  yet  so  paradoxical  as  that  brought 
against  the  Sophists.*  It  is  as  if  mankind  had  consented 
to  judge  of  Socrates  by  the  representation  of  him  in  The 
Clouds.  The  caricature  of  Socnites  by  Aristophanes  is 
quite  as  near  the  truth  as  the  caricature  of  the  Sophists 
by  Plato ; t with  this  difl'erence,  that  in  the  one  case  it 

* It  is  proper  to  state  that  the  nov**l  view  of  the  position  anti  charjicter  of  the 
Sophists  mlvanc«Hl  in  this  Chapter  was  pnlilishcd  five  years  before  the  adminiblo 
Chapter  of  ^Mr.  Gbotk’s  7/i>^/ry  of  Grcrce,  wherein  that  erudite  and  thouglitful 
writer  brings  his  learning  and  sagacity  to  the  most  thorough  elucidation  of  the 
question  it  has  yet  receive<l.  In  claiming  priority  in  this  point  of  historical 
criticism,  it  is  right  for  me  to  ncknowh*dgi*  that  Air.  Grote  substantiates  his  view 
with  overwhelming  forc<*  of  ailment  and  citation ; and  in  revising  tho  present 
Chapter  I have  been  much  indebted  to  his  criticisms  and  citations. 

t Sec  in  paHitMilar  that  amusing  dialogue  the  F.uthffdrmUfit  which  is  quite  as 
exaggerated  as  ABisTuPirANPS. 
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was  inspired  by  political,  in  the  other  by  speculative  anti- 
pathy. 

On  the  Sophists  we  have  only  the  testimony  of  antagonists ; 
and  the  history  of  mankind  clearly  proves  that  the  enmities 
which  arise  from  difference  of  race  and  coimtry  are  feeble  ^ 

compared  with  the  enmities  which  arise  from  difference  of 
creed : the  former  may  be  lessened  by  contact  and  inter- 
course ; the  latter  are  only  aggravated.  Plato  had  every 
reason  to  dislike  the  Sophists  and  their  opinions  ; he  there- 
fore lost  no  occasion  of  ridiculing  the  one  and  misrepresenting 
the  other.  And  it  is  worthy  of  especial  remembrance  that 
this  hostility  was  peculiarly  Platonic,  and  ?io<  Socratic ; for, 
as  Mr.  Grote  reminds  us,  there  is  no  such  marked  antithesis 
between  Socrates  and  the  Sophists  in  tlie  biographical  work  of 
Xenophon.  Plato,  however,  and  those  who  followed  Plato, 
misrepresented  the  Sophists,  as  in  all  ages  antagonists  have 
inisrei)resented  each  other. 

The  Sophists  were  wealthy  ; the  Sophists  were  powerful ; 
the  Sophists  were  dazzling,  rhetorical,  and  not  profoimd.  f 

Interrogate  human  nature — above  all,  the  nature  of  philo- 
sophers— and  ask  what  will  be  the  sentiment  entertained 
respecting  these  Sophists  by  their  rivals.  Ask  the  solitary 
thinker  what  is  his  opinion  of  the  showy,  powerful,  but 
shallow  rhetorician  who  usurps  the  attention  of  the  world. 

The  man  of  convictions  has  at  all  times  a superb  contempt 
for  the  man  of  mere  oratorical  or  dialectical  display.  The 
thinker  knows  that  the  world  is  ruled  by  Thought ; yet  he 
sees  Expression  gaining  the  world’s  attention,  lie  knows 
perhaps  that  he  has  within  him  thoughts  pregnant  with 
human  welfare  ; yet  he  sees  the  giddy  multitude  intoxicated 
with  the  enthusiasm  excited  by  some  plausible  fallacy,  clothed 
in  jJCfsuasive  language.  He  sees  through  the  fallacy,  but 
cannot  make  others  as  clear-sighted.  His  warning  is  im- 
heeded  ; his  wisdom  is  spumed  ; his  ambition  is  frustrated  ; 
the  popular  idol  is  cairied  onward  in  triumph.  The  neglected 
thinker  would  not  be  human  if  ho  bore  this  with  equanimity. 

He  docs  not.  He  is  loud  and  angry  in  lamenting  the  fate  of  a 
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world  that  can  be  so  led  ; loud  and  angry  in  his  contempt  of 
one  who  could  so  lead  it.  Should  he  become  the  critic  or 
historian  of  his  age,  what  exactness  ought  we  to  expect  in 
his  account  of  the  popular  idol  ? 

Somewhat  of  this  kind  was  the  relation  in  which  tlie 
Sophists  and  Philosophers  stood  to  each  other. 

The  Sophists  were  hated  by  some  because  they  were 
powerful,  by  others  because  shallow;  and  were  misrepre- 
sented by  all.  In  later  times  their  antagonism  to  Socrates 
has  brought  them  ill-will ; and  this  iU-wiU  is  strengthened 
by  the  very  prejudice  of  the  name.  Could  a Sophist  bo  other 
than  a cheat  and  a liar?  As  well  ask,  could  a Devil  be  other 
than  Evil?  In  the  name  of  Sophist  odious  qualities  are 
implied,  and  this  implication  perverts  our  judgment.  CaU 
the  Sophists  professors  of  rhetoric,  which  is  their  truest 
designation,  and  examine  their  history ; it  will  then  produce 
a very  different  impression. 

Much  discussion  has  been  devoted  to  the  meaning  of  the 
word  Sophist,  and  to  the  supposed  condemnation  it  every- 
where carried.  ‘ A Sophist,  in  the  genuine  sense  of  the  word, 
waq  a wise  man,  a clever  man,  one  who  stood  prominently 
before  the  public  as  distinguished  for  intellect  or  talent  of 
some  kind.  Thus  Solon  and  Pythagoras  are  both  called 
Sophists ; Thamyras,  the  skilfiil  bard,  is  called  a Sophist ; 
Socrates  is  so  denominated,  not  merely  by  Aristophanes,  but 
by  .ffischines.  Aristotle  himself  calls  Aristippus,  and  Xeno- 
phon calls  Antisthenes,  both  of  them  disciples  of  Socrates, 
by  that  name.  Xenophon  in  describing  a collection  of  in- 
structive books  calls  them  the  writings  of  the  old  poets 
and  Sophists.  Plato  is  alluded  ta  as  a Sophist  even  by 
Isocrates ; Isocrates  himself  was  harshly  criticised  as  a 
Sophist,  and  defends  both  himself  and  his  profession.  Lastly, 
Timon,  who  bitterly  satirised  all  the  pliilosophers,  designated 
them  aU,  including  Plato  and  Aristotle,  by  the  general  name 
of  Sophists.’*  This  proves  the  vagueness  with  which  the 


• G iioTE,  Hist,  of  Greece,  riu.  180. 
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term  was  employed : a like  discrepancy  might  be  detected  in 
the  modem  use  of  the  word  ‘metaphysician,’  which  is  a term 
of  honour  or  reproach  according  to  the  speaker.  Zeller  says 
that  the  specific  name  of  Sophist  at  first  merely  designated 
one  who  taught  philosophy  for  pay.  The  philosophy  might 
be  good  or  bad  ; the  characteristic  designated  by  the  epithet 
Sopliistical  was  its  demand  of  inone)'-fecs.  The  narrower 
meaning  was  given  it  by  Plato  and  Aristotle.*  It  matters 
little  however  what  was  the  meaning  attached  to  the  name. 
Even  were  it  proved  that  ‘ Sophist  ’ was  as  injurious  in  those 
days  as  ‘ Socialist  ’ in  our  own,  it  would  no  more  prove  that 
the  Sophists  really  taught  the  doctrines  attributed  to  them 
than  the  mingled  terror  and  detestation  with  w'hich  ‘ Social- 
ist doctrines  ’ are  described  in  almost  all  modern  journals, 
pamphlets,  speeches,  and  reviews,  prove  that  the  Socialists 
really  teach  what  is  there  imputed  to  them. 

We  said  it  was  a paradox  to  maintain  that  the  Sophists 
really  promulgated  the  opinions  usually  attributed  to  them  ; 
and  by  this  we  mean  that  not  only  are  some  of  those  opinions 
nothing  but  caricatures  of  what  was  really  maintained,  but 
also  that  in  our  interpretation  of  the  others  we  grossly  err, 
by  a confusion  of  Christian  with  Heathen  views  of  morality. 
Modems  cannot  help  regarding  as  fearfully  immoral,  ideas 
which  by  the  Greeks  were  regarded  as  moral,  or  at  least  as 
not  disreputable.  For  instance : the  Greek  orators  are 
always  careful  to  impress  upon  their  audience,  that  in  bring- 
ing a charge  against  any  one  they  are  actuated  by  the 
sti-ongest  personal  motives ; that  they  have  been  injured  by 
the  accused ; that  they  have  good  honest  hatred  as  a motive 
for  accusing  him.  Can  anything  be  more  opposite  to  Christian 
feeling  ? A Christian  accuser  is  just  as  anxious  to  extricate 
himself  from  any  charge  of  being  influenced  by  personal  con- 
siderations, as  the  Greek  was  of  making  the  contrary  evident. 
A Christian  seeks  to  place  his  motive  to  the  account  of 
abstract  justice ; and  his  statement  would  be  received  with 


* 7aFXIXu:  PhHo!tophie  dtr  Griechen,  erst<*r  Thoil,  18»56,  p.  760. 
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great  suspicion  were  it  known  that  a personal  feeling 
prompted  it.  The  reason  of  this  difference  is  that  the 
Christian  Ethics  do  not  countenance  vengeance ; the  Greek 
Ethics  not  only  countenanced  vengeance,  but  very  much 
reprobated  informers  : consequently,  whoever  mode  an  accu- 
sation had  to  clear  himself  from  the  ignominy  of  being  an 
informer,  and  to  do  so  he  showed  his  personal  motives. 

This  example  will  prepare  the  reader  to  judge,  without 
precipitancy,  the  celebrated  boast  attributed  to  the  Sophists, 
that  they  could  ‘ make  the  worse  appear  the  better  reason.’ 
This  was  said  to  be  the  grand  aim  of  their  endeavours.  Tliis 
was  called  their  avowed  object.  To  teach  this  art,  it  is  said, 
they  demanded  enormous  sums ; to  learn  it  enormous  sums 
were  readil)'  given,  and  given  by  many. 

These  assertions  are  severally  false.  We  >vill  take  the  last 
first.  It  is  not  true  that  enormous  sums  were  demanded. 
Isocrates  affirms  that  their  gains  were  never  very  high,  but 
had  been  maliciously  exaggerated,  and  were  very  inferior  to 
the  gains  of  dramatic  actors.  Plato,  a less  questionable 
authority  on  such  a point,  makes  Protagoras  describe  his 
system  of  demanding  remmieration  : ‘ I make  no  stipulation 
beforehand ; when  a pupil  parts  from  me,  I ask  from  him 
such  a sum  as  I think  the  time  and  the  circumstances  warrant ; 
and  I add  that  if  he  deems  the  demand  too  great,  he  has  only 
to  make  up  his  own  mind  what  is  the  amount  of  imi)rovement 
which  my  company  has  procured  to  him,  and  what  sum  he 
considers  an  equivalent  for  it.  I am  content  to  accept  the 
sum  so  named  by  himself,  only  requiring  him  to  go  into  a 
Temple  and  make  oath  that  it  is  his  sincere  belief.  Plato 
objects  to  this,  and  to  every  other  mode  of  ‘ selling  wisdom  ; ’ 
but,  as  Mr.  Grote  remarks,  ‘ such  is  not  the  way  in  which 
the  corrupters  of  mankind  go  to  work.’ 

But  let  us  waive  the  question  of  payment,  to  consider  the 
teaching  paid  for.  Tlie  Sophists,  it  is  said,  and  believed, 
boasted  that  they  could  teach  the  art  of  making  the  worse 
appear  the  better  reason ; and  ui  one  sense  this  is  true ; but 
understanding  this  art  as  modems  have  understood  it,  and 
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thereby  forming  our  notion  of  the  Sophists,  let  us  ask,  Is  it 
credible  that  such  an  art  should  have  been  avovred,  and, 
being  avowed,  should  be  rewarded,  in  a civilised  state  ? Let 
us  think,  for  an  instant,  of  what  are  its  moral,  or  rather  its 
immoral,  cotisequenccs.  Let  us  reflect  how  utterly  it  destroys 
all  morality ; how  it  makes  the  very  laws  but  plaji;hing3  for 
dialectical  subtlety.  Then  let  us  ask  whether,  as  we  xmder- 
stand  it,  any  State  could  have  allowed  such  open  blasphemy, 
such  defiance  of  the  very  fundamental  principle  of  honesty 
and  integrity,  such  demolition  of  the  social  contract  ? 

Could  any  State  do  this?  and  was  Athena  that  State? 
We  ask  the  reader  to  realise  for  himself  some  notion  of  the 
Athenians  as  citizens,  not  merely  as  statues ; to  think  of 
them  as  human  beings,  full  of  human  passions,  not  simply  as 
architects,  sculptors,  poets,  and  philosophers.  Having  done 
this,  we  ask  him  whether  he  can  believe  that  these  Athenians 
would  have  listened  to  a man  proclaiming  all  morality  a farce, 
and  all  law  a quibble — ^proclaiming  that  for  a sum  of  money 
he  could  instruct  any  one  how  to  make  an  unjust  cause  appear 
a just  one  ? Would  not  such  a proclamation  be  answered 
with  a shout  of  derision,  or  of  execration,  according  to  the 
belief  in  his  sincerity  ? Could  any  charlatan,  in  the  corruptest 
age,  have  escaped  being  stoned  for  such  efironterj'  ? Yet  the 
Sophists  were  wealthy,  by  many  greatly  admired,  and  were 
selected  as  ambassadors  on  very  delicate  missions.  They 
were  men  of  splendid  talents ; of  powerful  connections. 
Arotmd  them  flocked  the  rich  and  noble  youth  of  every  city 
they  entered.  Tliey  were  the  intellectual  leaders  of  their  age. 
If  they  had  been  what  their  adversaries  describe  them,  Greece 
could  only  have  been  an  earthly  Pandemonium,  where  Belial 
was  King. 

To  believe  this  is  beyond  our  power.  Indeed  such  a paradox 
it  would  be  frivolous  to  refute,  had  it  not  been  maintained 
for  centuries.  Some  have  endeavoiired  to  escape  it  by  main- 
taining that  the  Sophists  wore  held  in  profound  contempt ; 
and  certain  passages  are  adduced  from  Plato  in  proof  thereof. 
But  the  fact  appears  to  us  to  be  the  reverse  of  this.  Tlie 
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wealth  and  power  of  the  Sophists — the  very  importance  im- 
plied in  Plato’s  constant  polemic  against  them — prove  that 
they  were  not  objects  of  contempt.  Objects  of  aversion  they 
might  be  to  one  party : the  successful  always  are.  Objects 
of  contempt  they  might  be,  to  some  sincere  and  profound 
thinkers.  The  question  here  however  is  not  one  relating  to 
individuals,  but  to  the  State.  It  is  not  whether  Plato  des- 
pised Gorgias,  but  whether  Athens  allowed  him  to  teach  the 
most  unblushing  and  undisguised  immorality.  There  have 
been  daring  speculators  in  all  times.  There  have  been  men 
shameless  and  corrupt.  But  tliat  there  has  been  any  specu- 
lator so  daring  as  to  promulgate  what  he  knew  to  bo  grossly 
immoral,  and  so  shameless  as  to  avow  it,  is  in  such  con- 
tradiction to  our  experience  of  human  nature  as  at  once  to 
be  rejected.* 

It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  in  teaching  the  art  of  ‘ making 
the  worse  appear  the  better  reason,’  the  Sophists  were  not 
guilty  of  anything  held  to  be  reprehensible  ; however  serious 
thinkers,  such  os  Plato  and  Aristotle,  might  detest  the  philo- 
sophy from  which  it  sprang. 

But  if  this  art  was  not  reprehensible,  except  to  severe 
minds,  such  as  Plato  and  Aristotle,  it  is  clear  that  it  could 
not  have  been  the  art  which  its  antagonists  and  defamers 
have  declared  it  to  be.  If,  as  we  have  shown,  universal  human 
nature  would  have  rebelled  against  a teaching  which  was 
avowedly  immoral,  the  fact  that  the  Sophists  were  not  stoned, 
but  were  highly  considered  and  well  paid,  is  proof  that  their 
teaching  was  either  not  what  we  are  told  it  was,  or  that  such 
teaching  was  not  considered  immoral  by  the  Greeks.  Both 
of  these  negatives  will  be  found  true.  The  teaching  of  the 
Sophists  was  demonstrably  not  what  is  usually  attributed  to 
them,  and  what  they  did  teach  was  very  far  from  being 
considered  as  immoral.  Let  us  consider  both  these  points. 


* We  arc  told  by  Skxti’S  that  Protagoras  was  condemned  to  death  by  the 
Athenians  btK'anse  he  professed  himself  unable  to  say  whether  the  Gods  existed, 
or  what  they  were,  owing  to  the  insufficiency  of  knowledge.  Yet  the  Athenians 
are  supposed  to  have  tolerated  the  Sophists  as  they  are  understood  by  moderns 
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lu  the  first  place  Mr.  Grote  has  shown  beyond  dispute 
that  the  Sophists  had  no  doctrine  in  common ; they  fonncd 
no  sect  or  school  of  thought,  such  as  uuxlem  Germans  in- 
dicate under  the  name  of  Die  Sojilnstik.  There  never  was  a 
Soj)hMik.  Each  teacher  had  his  own  doctrinal  views,  and  was 
not  more  bound  to  the  oj)inions  of  the  others  thau  a modern 
Barrister  is  boimd  to  share  the  theology  of  the  Bar,  or  than  a 
modem  teacher  of  Elocution  is  bound  to  vote  on  the  same  side 
with  all  other  professors.  No  sooner  is  this  fact  apprehended, 
than  the  ahsxu-dity  of  attributing  to  ‘ the  Sophists  ’ opinions 
expressed  bj'  one  Sophist,  and  that  too  in  a caricature  by  Plato, 
is  at  once  apparent.  Moreover  the  absurdity  of  talking  of  the 
‘ sophistical  doctrine ' becomes  apparent,  and  we  are  forced  to 
speak  oidy  of  the  ‘ sophistical  nrt,’  rcsendug  for  any  special 
animadversion  the  special  name  of  the  offending  sinner. 

The  Sophists  taught  the  art  of  disputation.  The  litigious 
quibbling  nature  of  the  Greeks  was  the  soil  on  which  an  art 
like  that  was  made  to  flourish.  Their  excessive  love  of  law- 
suits is  familiar  to  all  vei’s  d in  Grecian  history.  The  almost 
farcical  representation  of  a lawsuit  given  by  iEschylus  in  his 
otherwise  awful  drama.  The  Eummides,  shows  with  what 
keen  and  lively  interest  the  audience  witnessed  even  the  very 
details  of  litigation.  For  such  an  apjietite  food  would  not 
long  be  wanting.  Corax  and  Tisias  wrote  jirecepts  of  the  art 
of  disputation.  Protagoras  followed  with  dissertations  on 
the  most  remarkable  points  of  law ; and  Gorgias  composed  a 
set  accusation  and  apology  for  every  case  that  could  pre- 
sent itself.  Peoi)le,  in  short,  were  taught  to  be  their  o^m 
advocates. 

Tliis  was  by  no  means  an  immoral  art.  If  it  mujht  or  did 
lead  to  immorality,  few  Greeks  would  have  quaiTclled  with 
an  art  so  necessary.  ‘ Without  some  power  of  persuading  or 
confuting,  of  defending  himself  against  accusations,  or,  in 
case  of  need,  accusing  others,  no  man  could  possibly  hold  an 
ascendant  position.  He  had  probably  not  less  need  of  this 
talent  for  private  informal  conversations  to  satisfy  his  own 
political  partisans,  than  for  addressing  the  public  assembly 
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formally  convoked.  Even  commanding  an  army  or  a fleet, 
without  any  laws  of  war  or  habit  of  discipline,  his  power  of 
keeping  up  the  good-humour,  confidence,  and  prompt 
obedience  of  his  men,  depended  not  a little  on  his  command 
of  speech.  Nor  was  it  only  to  the  leaders  in  political  life 
that  such  an  accomplishment  was  indispensable.  In  all 
democracies,  and  probably  in  several  Governments  which 
were  not  democracies  but  oligarchies  of  an  open  character, 
the  courts  of  justice  were  more  or  less  numerous,  and  the 
procedure  oral  and  public  ; in  Athens  especially  the  Dicas- 
teries  were  both  very  numerous  and  were  paid  for  attendance. 
Every  citizen  had  to  go  before  them  in  person,  without  being 
able  to  send  a paid  advocate  in  his  place,  if  he  either  required 
redress  for  wrong  offered  to  himself,  or  was  accused  of  wrong 
by  another.  Tliere  was  no  man  therefore  who  might  not  be 
cast  or  condemmed,  or  fail  in  his  own  suit,  even  with  right 
on  his  side,  unless  he  possessed  some  power  of  speech  to 
unfold  his  case  to  the  Dicasts,  as  well  as  to  confute  the 
falsehoods  and  disentangle  the  sophistry  of  an  opponent. 
To  meet  such  liabilities,  from  which  no  citizen,  rich  or  poor, 
was  exempt,  a certain  training  in  speech  became  not  less 
essential  than  a certain  training  in  arms.’  * Thus  was  it 
that  even  quibbling  ingenuity,  ‘ making  the  worse  appesir  the 
better  reason,’  became  a sort  of  viitue,  because  it  was  obtained 
only  by  that  mastery  over  argument  which  was  the  Athenian’s 
ambition  and  necessity.  We  can  send  a paid  advocate  to 
quibble  for  us,  and  do  not  therefore  need  such  argumentive 
subtlety.  But  let  us  ask,  are  barristers  pronounced  the 
‘ comiptors  of  mankind,’  and  is  their  art  called  the  art  of 
‘making  the  worse  appear  the  better  reason,’  as  if  that, 
and  that  alone,  were  the  purport  of  all  pleading  ? Yet,  in 
defending  a criminal,  does  not  every  barrister  exert  his 
energy,  eloquence,  subtlety,  and  knowledge  ‘to  make  the 
worse  appear  the  better  reason  ’ ? Do  we  reprobate  Sergeant 
Talfourd  or  Sir  Frederick  Thesiger,  if  they  succeed  in  gaining 
their  client's  cause,  although  that  cause  be  a bad  one  ? On 
• Gbotk,  Tiii.  463-4.  Compurc  Hec.el,  Gitci.  d.  Phil.  ii.  11,  20. 

VOL.  I.  1 


Digitized  by  Google 


114 


THE  soniisTs. 


the  contrary,  the  badness  of  the  cause  makes  the  greatness 
of  the  triumph. 

Now  let  us  suppose  Sergeant  Talfourd  to  give  lessons 
in  forensic  oratory ; suppose  him  to  announce  to  the  world, 
that  for  a certain  sum  he  would  instruct  any  man  in  the 
whole  art  of  exposition  and  debate,  of  the  interrogation  of 
witnesses,  of  the  tricks  and  turning-points  of  the  law,  so 
that  the  learner  might  become  his  own  advocate  : tlxis  would 
be  contrary  to  legal  etiquette ; but  would  it  be  immoral  ? 
Grave  men  might,  perhaps,  object  that  Mr.  Talfourd  was 
offering  to  make  men  cheats  and  scamps,  by  enabling  them 
to  make  the  worse  apjwar  the  better  reason.  But  this  is  a 
consequence  foreseen  by  grave  men,  not  acknowledged  by  the 
teacher.  It  is  doubtless  true  that  owing  to  oratory,  ingenuity, 
and  subtlety,  a scamij’s  cause  is  sometimes  gained ; but  it 
is  also  tnie  that  many  an  honest  man’s  cause  is  gained,  and 
many  a scamp  frustrated,  by  the  same  means.  If  forensic 
oratory  does  sometimes  make  the  worse  appear  the  better 
reason,  it  also  makes  the  good  appear  in  all  its  strength. 
The  former  is  a necessary  evU,  the  latter  is  the  very  object 
of  a court  of  justice.  ‘ If,’  says  CaUicles,  in  defence  of 
Gorgias,  to  Socrates,  ‘ any  one  should  charge  you  with  some 
crime  which  you  had  not  committed,  and  carry  you  off  to 
prison,  you  would  gape  and  stare,  and  would  not  know  what 
to  say ; and,  when  brought  to  trial,  however  contemptible 
and  weak  your  accuser  might  be,  if  he  chose  to  indict  you 
capitally,  you  would  perish.  Can  this  be  wisdom,  which, 
if  it  takes  hold  of  a gifted  man,  destroys  the  excellence  of 
his  nature,  rendering  him  incapable  of  preserving  himself 
and  others  from  the  greatest  dangers,  enabling  his  enemies 
to  plunder  him  of  all  his  property,  and  reducing  him  to  the 
situation  of  those  who,  by  a sentence  of  the  Coiut,  have  been 
deprived  of  all  their  rights  ? ’ 

If  it  be  admitted  that  Sergeant  Talfourd's  instruction  in 
forensic  oratory  would  not  be  immoral,  however  unusual,  we 
have  only  to  extend  the  sphere  and  include  politics,  and 
reiueseut  to  ourselves  the  democratic  state  of  Athens,  where 
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demagogues  were  ever  on  the  alert,  and  we  shall  be  fully 
persuaded  that  the  art  of  the  Sophists  was  not  considered 
immoral ; and,  as  further  proof,  we  select  a passage  in 
Plato’s  Republic,  an  unexceptionable  source. 

Socrates,  speaking  of  the  mercenary  teachers  whom  the 
people  called  Sophists,  says : — ‘ These  Sophists  teach  them 
only  the  things  which  the  people  themselves  profess  in  assemblies  : 
yet  this  they  call  wisdom.  It  is  as  if  a man  had  observed 
the  instincts  and  appetites  of  a great  and  powerful  beast,  in 
what  manner  to  approach  it,  how  or  why  it  is  ferocious  or 
calm,  what  cries  it  makes,  what  tones  appease  and  what 
tones  irritate  it ; after  having  learnt  all  this,  and  caUing  it 
wisdom,  commenced  teaching  it  without  any  knowledge  of 
what  is  good,  just,  shameful  and  unjust  among  these  instincts 
and  appetites;  but  calling  that  good  which  flatters  the 
animal,  and  that  bad  which  irritates  it ; because  he  knows 
not  the  difference  between  what  is  good  in  itself  and  that 
which  is  only  relatively  good.’* 

There  is  the  usual  vein  of  caricature  in  this  description 
(which  is  paraphrased  in  the  Quarterly  Revieio,-\  and  there 
given  as  if  the  undoubted  and  unexaggerated  doctrines  of 
the  Sophists) ; but  it  very  distinctly  sets  forth  the  fact  that 
the  Sophists  did  not  teach  anything  contrary  to  public 
morals,  however  their  art  may  have  offended  austere 
teachers.  Indeed  the  very  fact  of  their  popularity  woxdd 
prove  that  they  did  but  respond  to  a public  want;  and 
because  they  responded  to  this  want  they  were  paid  by  the 
public  in  money.  Plato  constantly  harps  upon  their  being 
mercenaries ; but  he  was  wealthy,  and  could  afford  such 
sarcasms.  The  Greeks  paid  their  Musicians,  Painters, 
Sculptors,  Physicians,  Poets,  and  Teachers  in  Schools ; why 
tlierefore  should  they  not  pay  their  Philosophers  ? Zeno  of 
Elea  was  paid ; so  was  Democritus ; it  is  true  that  both  of 
these  have  been  sometimes  included  amongst  the  Sophists. 
We  see  nothing  more  derogatory  in  the  acceptance  of  money 


• Plato,  Uep.  vi.  291. 
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by  Philosophers  than  by  Poets ; and  we  know  how  the 
latter  stipulated  for  handsome  payment. 

Having  done  our  best  t6  show  that  the  ‘ Sophistical  art  ’ — 
that  alone  which  the  Sophists  had  in  common — was  not 
immoral,  or  at  any  rate  was  not  regarded  as  immoral  by  the 
Greeks,  we  will  now  see  how  the  case  stands  with  respect 
to  the  old  accusation  of  their  having  corrupted  the  Athenian 
youth,  and  of  their  doctrines  being  essentially  corrupting. 

That  the  Athenians  did  not  consider  the  Sophists  as 
corruptors  of  youth  is  unequivocally  shown  in  two  facts : they 
did  not  impeach  the  Sophists,  and  thej'  did  impeach  Socrates. 
When  Anaxagoras  the  philosopher,  and  Protagoras  the 
Sophist,  ‘ sapped  the  foundations  of  morality  ’ by  exjjressing 
opinions  contrary  to  the  religion  of  Athens,  they  were 
banished ; but  who  impeached  Gorgias,  or  Hippias,  or 
Prodicus  ? 

The  art  however  may  have  been  essentially  corrupting, 
although  to  contemporaries  it  did  not  appear  so.  W’’e 
believe  it  was  so,  if  it  is  to  be  made  responsible  for  all  the 
consequences  which  can  logically  be  deduced  from  it.  But 
‘ logical  consequences  ’ ate  unjust  standards.  Men  are  not 
responsible  for  what  others  may  Consider  their  doctrines 
‘ lead  to.’  It  was  on  the  ground  of  such  remote  deduction 
that  Socrates  was  put  to  death ; and  on  such  groimd  the 
Sophists  have  been  the  byeword  of  reproach.  Mr.  Grote 
grapples  directly  with  the  fact  where  he  declares  Athens  at 
the  close  of  the  Peloponnesian  war  was  not  more  corrupt 
than  Athens  in  the  days  of  Miltiades  and  Aristides  ; and  had 
it  been  more  corrupt,  we  should  demand  quite  other  evidence 
than  that  usually  alleged,  before  believing  the  corruption 
due  to  the  Sophists. 

WTiy  then  did  Plato  speak  of  the  Sophists  with  so  much 
asperity  ? Why  did  he  consider  their  teaching  so  dangerous  ? 
Because  he  differed  from  them  in  toto.  He  hated  them  for 
the  same  reason  that  Calvin  hated  Servetus ; but  having  a 
more  generous  nature  than  Calvin,  his  hatred  of  their 
doctrines  did  not  assume  so  disgraceful  a form.  If  his 
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allegations  are  to  condemn  the  Sophists,  they  must  equally 
condemn  the  public  men  of  that  day.  ‘ Whoever  will  read 
either  the  Gorgias  or  the  Republic,  will  see  in  how  sweeping 
and  indiscriminate  a manner  ho  passes  the  sentence  of 
condemnation.  Not  only  the  Sophists  and  all  the  Rhetors, 
but  all  the  Musicians  and  either  Dithyrambic  or  Tragic 
Poets,  all  the  Statesmen  past  as  well  as  present,  not  excepting 
even  the  great  Pericles,  receive  from  his  hand  one  common 
stamp  of  dishonour.’*  But  so  far  is  he  from  considering  the 
Sophists  as  peculiar  corruptors  of  Athenian  morality  ‘ that 
he  distinctly  protests  against  that  supposition  in  a remarkable 
pass.age  of  the  Republic.  It  is,  he  says,  the  whole  people  or 
the  society,  with  its  established  morality,  intelligence,  and 
tone  of  sentiment,  which  is  intrinsically  vicious ; the  teachers 
of  such  a society  must  be  vicious  also,  otherwise  their  teaching 
would  not  be  received ; and  even  if  their  private  teaching 
were  ever  so  good,  its  effect  would  be  washed  away,  except 
in  some  few  privileged  natures,  by  overwhelming  influences. ’t 

The  truth  is  that,  in  as  far  as  the  Sophists  taught  any 
doctrine  at  all,  their  doctrine  was  ethical ; and  to  suppose 
men  teaching  immor.al  ethics,  i.  e.  systems  of  morality  known 
by  them  to  be  immoral,  is  absurd.  To  clear  up  this  point  we 
must  endeavour  to  ascertain  what  that  doctrijie  was. 

Plato’s  accoimt  is  on  the  face  of  it  a caricature,  since  it  is 
impossible  that  any  man  should  have  seriously  entertained 
such  a doctrine.  Wliat  Protagoras  and  Gorgias  thought  is 
not  given,  but  only  a misrepresentation  of  what  they  thought. 
Plato  seizes  hold  of  one  of  their  doctrines,  and,  interpreting 
it  in  his  own  way,  makes  it  lead  to  the  most  outrageous  ab- 
surdity and  immorality.  This  is  as  if  Berkeley’s  doctrine  had 
been  transmitted  to  us  by  Beattie.  Berkeley,  it  is  well  known, 
denied  the  existence  of  the  external  world,  resolving  it  into  a 
simple  world  of  ideas.  Beattie  tiiuntcd  him  with  not  having 
followed  out  his  principles,  and  with  not  having  walked  over 

* Gbote,  viti.  5^7. 

t /bid.,  p.  59.  Thp  pat^Aago  rtfcrrctl  to  ib  Hrpuh.  ri.  492  (page  388.  od. 
Bekker),  and  the  Sophists  are  mentioned  by  name  as  the  teachers  of  whom  it 
treats. 
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a precipice.  This  was  a gross  misrepresentation  : an  ignoratio 
elenchi;  Beattie  misunderstood  the  argument,  and  drew  con- 
clusions from  his  misunderstanding.  Now,  suppose  him  to 
have  written  a dialogue  on  the  plan  of  those  of  Plato  : sup- 
pose him  making  Berkeley  eipoimd  his  argument  in  the  way 
he  (Beattie)  interpreted  it,  with  a flavour  of  exaggeration  for 
the  sake  of  efiect,  and  of  absurdity  for  the  sake  of  easy  refuta- 
tion : how  would  he  have  made  Berkeley  speak  ? Somewhat 
thus  : — ‘ Yes,  I maintain  that  there  is  no  such  external  exist- 
ence as  that  which  men  vulgarly  believe  in.  There  is  no 
world  of  matter,  but  only  a world  of  ideas.  If  I were  to  walk 
over  a precipice,  I should  receive  no  injury : it  is  only  an 
ideal  precipice.’ 

This  is  the  interpretation  of  a Beattie  ; how  true  it  is  most 
men  know : it  is,  however,  quite  as  true  as  Plato’s  interpre- 
tation of  the  Sophists.  From  Berkeley’s  works  we  can  con- 
vict Beattie.  Plato  we  can  convict  &om  experience  of  human 
nature : experience  tells  us  that  no  man,  far  less  any  set  of 
men,  could  seriously,  publicly,  and  constantly  broach  doctrines 
thought  to  be  subversive  of  aU  morality,  without  incurring 
the  heaviest  penalties.  To  broach  immoral  doctrines  with 
the  faintest  prospect  of  success,  a man  must  do  so  in  the  name 
of  rigid  morality.  To  teach  immorality,  and  openly  to  avow 
that  it  is  unmoral,  was,  according  to  Plato,  the  office  of  the 
Sophists  ;*  a statement  which  carries  with  it  its  own  contra- 
diction. 


§ II.  Peotagoeas. 

Nothing  can  be  more  erroneous  than  to  isolate  the  Sophists 
from  previous  teachers,  as  if  they  were  no  direct  product  of 
the  speculative  efibrts  which  preceded  them.  They  illustrate 
the  crisis  at  which  philosophy  had  arrived.  They  took  the 
negative,  as  Socrates  took  the  poeittve  issue  out  of  the  dilemma. 

Protagoras,  the  first  who  is  said  to  have  avowed  himself  a 

* This  passage  in  the  Protagoras  is  often  referred  to  as  a proof  of  the  sbaine> 
Ifssnesfl  of  the  Sophists,  and  sometimes  of  the  ill-favour  with  which  they  were 
rrgartled.  Jt  is  only  n proof  of  Pluto’s  tendency  to  caricature. 
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Sophist,  was  bom  at  Abdera,  where  Democritus  first  noticed 
him  as  aporter,  who  showed  great  address  in  inventing  the  knot.* 
The  consequence  was  that  Democritus  gave  him  instructions 
in  Philosophy.  The  story  is  apocryphal,  but  indicates  a con- 
nection to  have  existed  between  the  speculations  of  the  two 
thinkers.  Let  us  suppose  Protagoras  to  have  accepted  the 
doctrine  of  Democritus  ; with  him  to  have  rejected  the  unity 
of  the  Eleatics  and  to  have  maintained  the  existence  of  the 
Many.  From  Democritus  he  would  also  learn  that  thought 
is  sensation,  and  that  all  knowledge  is  therefore  phenomenal. 
There  were  two  theories  in  the  Democritean  system  which  he 
could  not  accept,  viz.  the  Atomic  and  Reflective.  Tliese  two 
imply  each  other.  Reflection  is  necessary  for  the  idea  of 
Atoms ; and  it  is  fiom  the  idea  of  Atoms  not  perceived  by  the 
sense,  that  the  existence  of  Reflection  is  proved.  Protagoras 
rejected  the  Atoms,  and  would  therefore  reject  Reflection. 
He  said  that  Thought  was  Sensation,  and  aU  knowledge  con- 
sequently individual. 

Did  not  the  place  of  his  birth  no  less  than  the  traditional 
story  lead  one  to  suppose  some  connection  with  Democritus, 
we  might  feel  authorized  to  adopt  certain  expressions  of  Plato, 
and  consider  Protagoras  to  have  derived  his  doctrine  from 
Heraclitus.  He  certainly  resembles  the  last-named  in  the 
main  results  to  which  his  speculations  led  him.  Be  that  as 
it  may,  the  fact  is  unquestionable,  that  he  maintained  the 
doctrine  of  Thought  being  identical  with  and  limited  to  Sen- 
sation. Now,  this  doctrine  implies  that  everj-thing  is  true 
relatively— every  sensation  is  a true  sensation;  and,  as  there 
is  nothing  but  sensation,  knowledge  is  inevitably  fleeting  and 
imperfect.  In  a melancholy  mind,  as  in  that  of  Heraclitus, 
such  a doctrine  would  deepen  sadness,  tUl  it  produced  des- 
pair. In  minds  of  greater  elasticity,  in  men  of  greater  con- 
fidence, such  a doctrine  woiild  lead  to  an  energetic  scepticism. 

• What  the  precise  aignifiention  of  is  wc  are  unable  to  say.  A porter's 
icnot,  such  us  is  now  used,  is  the  common  interpretation.  Perhaps  Protugoras 
hut!  contrived  u sort  of  wooden  machine  such  as  the  glaziers  use,  and  which  is 
used  by  lliu  porters  in  Greece  and  Italy  to  this  day. 
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In  Protagoraa  it  became  the  formula : ‘ Man  is  the  measure 
of  all  things.’ 

Sextus  Emj)iricus  gives  the  psj'chological  doctrine  of  Pro- 
tagoras very  explicitly ; and  his  account  may  be  received 
without  suspicion.  We  translate  a portion  of  it : — 

‘ Matter,  says  Protagoras,  is  in  a perjjetual  flux  ;*  whilst 
it  undergoes  augmentations  and  losses,  the  senses  also  are 
modified,  according  to  the  age  and  disposition  of  the  body. 
He  said,  also,  that  the  reasons  of  all  phenomena  (appearances) 
resided  in  matter  as  substraia  {rovs  \6yovs  Trdmaiv  ratv  <f>au>o- 
nivwv  vTTOKtlaBai  iv  vKrj)-,  so  that  matter,  in  itself,  might 
be  whatever  it  appeared  to  each.  But  men  have  different 
perceptions  at  dift'erent  times,  according  to  the  changes  in 
the  thing  perceived.  Whoever  is  in  a healthy  state  perceives 
things  such  as  they  apix^ar  to  aU  others  in  a healthy  state,  and 
vice  versa.  A similar  course  holds  with  resj>ect  to  diflerent 
ages,  as  well  as  in  sleeping  and  waking.  Man  is  therefore  the 
criterion  of  that  which  exists ; all  that  is  j>erceived  by  him 
exists,  that  which  is  perceived  by  no  man  does  not  exist.’  f 

This  statement  of  the  important  philosophical  truth,  the 
Relativity  of  Human  Knowledge,  which  seems  first  to  have 
found  its  distinct  formula  in  Protagoras,  although  the  current 
of  speculation  had  long  been  tending  that  way,  is  historically 
remarkable.  We  cannot  ascertain  in  how  far  Protagoras  had 
mastered  its  intellectual  significance,  that  is,  its  psychologi- 
cal foundation  and  its  sceptical  reach ; but  we  know  that  he 
had  mastered  its  practical  significance,  that  is  the  instigation 
to  cease  philosophical  speculation,  and  seek  only  eflective 
agreement  among  men. 

Whether  Protagoras  or  any  other  of  the  Sophists  clearly 
saw  all  that  acute  metaphysicians  have  since  seen  in  his  for- 
mula, may  bo  doubted.  But  there  is  no  doubt  that  his  for- 
mula was  one  which  forcibly  directed  men’s  attention  to  the 


* TJji'  BXrjy  fTroi,  an  expression  which,  if  not  l>ormwed  by  Skxtts  from 

Plato,  would  confirm  the  conjecture  above  respecting  Heraclitus,  us  the  sonree  of 
Protagoras’s  system. 

t Skxtus  EjtnRicis  : Hypot.  Pyrrhon.  Paris  1C'21.  p.  44, 
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cardinal  question  of  all  philosophizing.  Plato  and  Aristotle 
both  attempted  a refutation  of  the  formula,  both  attempted 
to  construct  some  Criti'rion  or  standard  of  truth.  They  failed, 
I think ; but  only  on  the  assumption  of  their  having  suc- 
ceeded could  philosophy  have  been  continued. 

Tlie  formula  marks  a crisis.  It  announced  the  vanity  of 
philosophizing.  But  Pi-otagoras  was  not  satisfied  with  this 
purely  negative  result.  If  philosophy  'was  to  be  abjured, 
something  must  take  its  place.  Scepticism  could  not  sufiice 
for  energetic  souls. 

The  difference  lx:tween  the  Sophists  and  the  Sceptics  was 
this : they  were  both  convinced  of  the  insufficiency  of  .all 
knowledge,  but  the  Sceptics  contented  themselves  with  the 
conviction,  while  the  Sophists,  satisfied  with  the  vanity  of 
all  endeavour  to  penetrate  the  mj’steries  of  the  universe,  began 
to  consider  their  relations  to  other  men  : they  devoted  them- 
selves to  pohtics  and  rhetoric.*  If  there  was  no  possibQity 
of  Truth,  there  only  remained  the  pwasibility  of  Persuasion. 
If  one  opinion  were  as  true  as  another, — that  is,  if  neither 
were  true, — it  was  nevertheless  desirable,  for  the  sake  of 
Society,  that  certain  opinions  should  prevail ; and,  if  Logic 
was  powerless.  Rhetoric  was  efficient.  Hence  Protagoras  is 
made  to  say,  by  Plato,  that  the  wise  man  is  the  physician  of 
the  soul ; ho  cannot  indeed  induce  truer  thoughts  into  the 
mind,  since  all  thoughts  are  equally  true ; but  he  can  in- 
duce healthier  and  more  profitable  thoughts.  He  can  in  the 
same  way  heal  Society,  since  by  the  power  of  oratorj-  he  can 
introduce  good  useful  sentiments  in  the  place  of  those  base 
and  hurtful. t 

• This  doctrine  may  be  false  ; but  is  it  not  a natund  conse- 
quence of  the  philosophy  of  the  epoch?  It  may  be  immoral; 
but  is  it  necessarily  tlie  bold  and  shameless  immorality  at- 
tributed to  the  Sophists  ? To  us  it  appears  to  be  neither 
more  nor  less  than  the  result  of  a sense  of  the  radical  in- 
sufficiency of  knowledge.  Protagoras  had  spent  his  youth 

• fVf*  Pi-ATo’s  defliiitiuD  of  the-  sophistical  urt,  SophUta^  p.  146. 

t Thtatetu^^  p.  228. 


Digitized  by  Google 


122 


THE  SOPHISTS. 


in  the  study  of  philosophy ; he  had  found  that  study  vain  and 
idle ; he  had  utterly  rejected  it,  and  had  turned  his  attention 
elsewhere.  A man  of  practical  tendencies,  he  wanted  a 
practical  result.  Failing  in  this,  he  sought  another  path, 
firmly  impressed  with  the  necessity  of  having  something  more 
definite  wherewith  to  enter  the  world  of  action.  Plato  could 
see  no  nobler  end  in  life  than  that  of  contemplating  Being, — 
than  that  of  familiarizing  the  mind  with  the  eternal  Good,  the 
Just,  and  the  Beautiful, — of  which  all  goodness,  justice,  and 
beautiful  things  were  the  images.  With  such  a view  of  life 
it  was  natural  that  he  should  despise  the  scepticism  of  the 
Sophists.  This  scepticism  is  clearly  set  forth  in  the  follow- 
ing passage  from  the  speech  of  Callicles,  in  Plato’s  Oorgiat : — 
‘ Philosophy  is  a graceful  thing  when  it  is  moderately  culti- 
vated in  youth  ; but,  if  any  one  occupies  himself  with  it  be- 
yond the  proper  age,  it  ruins  him  ; for,  however  great  may  be 
his  natural  capacity,  if  he  philosophizes  too  long  he  must  of 
necessity  be  inexperienced  in  all  those  things  which  one  who 
would  be  great  and  eminent  must  be  experienced  in.  He 
must  be  unacquainted  with  the  laws  of  his  country,  and  with 
the  mode  of  influencing  other  men  in  the  intercourse  of  life, 
whether  private  or  public,  and  with  the  pleasures  and  pas- 
sions of  men  ; in  short,  with  human  characters  and  manners. 
And  when  such  men  are  called  upon  to  act,  whether  on  a 
private  or  public  occasion,  they  expose  themselves  to  ridicule, 
just  as  politicians  do  when  they  come  to  yoim  conversation, 
and  attempt  to  cope  with  you  in  argument ; for  every  man, 
as  Euripides  says,  occupies  himself  with  that  in  which  he  finds 
himself  superior;  that  in  which  he  is  inferior  he  avoids, 
and  speaks  ill  of'it,  but  praises  what  he  excels  in,  thinking 
that  in  doing  so  he  is  praising  himself.  The  best  thing,  in 
my  opinion,  is  to  partake  of  both.  It  is  good  to  partake  of 
philosophy  by  way  of  education,  and  it  is  not  ungraceful  in  a 
young  man  to  philosophize.  But,  if  he  continues  to  do  so 
when  he  grows  older,  he  becomes  ridiculous,  and  I feel  to- 
wards him  as  I shoidd  towards  a grown  person  who  lisped 
and  played  at  childish  plays.  When  I see  an  old  man  still 
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continaing  to  philosophize,  I think  he  deserves  to  be  flogged. 
However  great  his  natnral  talents,  he  is  under  the  necessity 
of  avoiding  the  assembly  and  public  places,  where,  as  the 
poet  says,  men  become  eminent,  and  to  hide  himself,  and 
to  pass  his  life  whispering  to  two  or  three  striplings  in 
a comer,  but  never  speaking  out  anything  great,  and  bold, 
and  liberal.’ 

That  Protagoras,  no  less  than  Prodicus,*  was  a teacher  of 
excellent  morality,  if  not  of  the  highest  abstract  views  of  the 
Good,  is  clearly  made  out  not  only  in  Mr.  Grote’s  work,  but 
in  that  of  Zeller,  where  the  Sophists  are  unfavourably  treated 
on  the  whole,t  and  is  indeed  supported  by  the  testimony  of 
Plato  and  Xenophon.  The  ethics  of  the  Sophists  may  not 
have  been  of  a very  lofty  kind,  but  they  were  considered, 
even  by  enemies,  to  be  adapted  to  the  exigencies  of  the  day. 
They  doubted  the  possibility  of  Philosophy ; they  were  assured 
only  of  the  advantage  of  Oratory.  In  their  visits  to  various 
cities  they  could  not  tail  to  remark  the  variety  of  laws  and 
ordinances  in  the  different  States.  This  variety  impressed, 
them  with  a conviction  that  there  were  no  such  things  as 
Right  and  Wrong  by  nature,  but  only  by  convention.  This, 
therefore,  became  a fundamental  precept  with  them.  It  was 
but  a corollary  of  their  dogma  respecting  Truth.  For  man 
there  was  no  Eternal  Right  because  there  was  no  Eternal 
Tmth ; TO  hUauiv  naX  to  aiaypov  ov  <f>va$t  dXAd  : law  was 
but  the  law  of  each  city.  ‘ That  which  appears  just  and 
honourable  to  each  city,  is  so  for  that  city,  as  long  as  the 
opinion  is  entertained,’  says  Protagoras  in  the  Theoetetus 
(p.  229). 

This  denial  of  abstract  Tmth  and  abstract  Justice  is  easily 


* Prodiciu  ij  specially  excepied  by  Axistophaxbs  in  his  sweeping  condemna- 
tion of  the  SophisU;  and  indeed  the  author  of  the  well-known  paruble,  TAe 
CAoiVe  o/  JItrcuU$,  must  command  the  respect  PTen  of  antagonists. 

t Zkllsb:  PkUos.  der  Griechcriy  i.  775.  In  one  of  his  notes,  Zblt.kr  alludes  to 
Strikhabt’s  doubt  respecting  the  authorship  of  the  Myth,  attributed  by  Plato  in 
Protagoras,  as  being  ‘quite  worthy  of  Plato  himself.’  This  is  very  characteristic 
of  the  ordinary  tone  of  commentators,  and  wo  may  well  ask  with  ZKU.au,  * Aber 
warum  soil  it  fur  Protagoras  zu  gut  seyn  ? * 
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ptished  to  absurd  and  immoral  consequences ; but  we  bare 
no  evidence  that  such  consequences  were  maintained  by  the 
Sophists.  Plato  often  judges  them  by  such  consequences  ; but 
indej)endently  of  the  want  of  any  confidence  in  his  representa- 
tions as  faithful,  we  can  often  detect  in  Plato  himself  evidences 
of  the  exaggeration  of  his  general  statements.  Thus,  he  on 
various  occasions  makes  the  Sophists  maintain  that  Might  is 
Right.  Modems,  who  always  accept  him  as  positive  testi- 
mony, have  therefore  unanimously  repeated  this  statement. 
Yet,  it  is  obvious  that  they  could  not  have  held  this  opinion 
except  in  a very  qualified  form.  And,  in  the  first  Book  of 
the  Republic,  Thrasymachus  the  Sophist  is  made  to  explain 
his  meaning ; namely,  that  Justice  is  the  law  ordained  by 
the  party  which  is  strongest  in  the  State.  Thus,  in  a demo- 
cracy the  enactments  of  the  people  are  the  laws  : these  laws 
are  for  their  advantage : therefore  just.  Now,  in  this  admis- 
sion, by  Plato,  of  a qualification  of  the  abstract  formula, 
‘ Might  is  Right,’  we  see  evidence  of  that  formula  never 
having  been  promulgated  by  the  Sophists;  it  was  only  an 
interpretation  by  Plato.  \VTiat  they  meant  was  this : All 
law  is  but  convention : the  convention  of  each  State  is  there- 
fore just /or  it;  and,  inasmuch  as  any  such  convention  must 
necessnrih'  be  ordained  by  the  strongest  party,  i.e.  must  be 
the  will  of  the  many,  so  we  may  see  that  justice  is  but  the 
advantage  of  the  strongest. 

Tlie  foregoing  will,  we  trust,  sufiBce  to  show  that  the 
tenets  attributed  to  them  by  Plato,  are  often  caricatures, 
and  admit  of  very  different  explanation.  Well  might  Gorgias 
exclaim,  on  reading  the  Dialogue  which  bears  his  name,  ‘ I 
did  not  recognise  myself.  The  young  man,  however,  has 
ggeat  talent  for  satire.’ 

The  Sopliists  were  the  natural  production  of  the  opinions 
of  the  epoch.  In  them  we  see  the  first  energetic  protest 
against  the  possibility  of  metaphysical  science.  This  protest 
however  must  not  be  confounded  with  the  protest  of  Bacon 
■ — must  not  be  mistaken  for  the  germ  of  positive  philosophy. 
It  was  the  protest  of  baffled  minds.  The  philosophy  of  tlie 
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day  led  to  scepticism ; but  with  scepticism  no  energetic 
man  could  remain  contented.  Philosophy  was  therefore 
denounced,  not  because  a siu-er,  safer  path  of  inquiry  had 
been  discovered,  but  because  philosophy  was  foxuid  to  lead 
nowhither.  The  scepticism  of  the  Sophists  was  a scepticism, 
with  which  no  great  speculative  intellect  could  be  contented. 
Accordingly  with  Socrates  philosophy  again  re-asserted 
her  empire. 
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FOURTH  EPOCH. 

rhilosophy  emerges  from  the  crisis  by  a new  develop- 
ment of  Method — the  application  of  Dialectics 
as  a negative  process  preparatory  to  the  positive 
foundation  of  Inductive  inquiry. 


SOCRATES. 

§ I.  The  Life  of  Socrates. 

WHILST  the  brilliant  Sophists  were  gaining  money  and 
renown  by  protesting  against  Philosophy,  and,  accepting 
as  the  basis  of  all  arguments  the  ideas  generally  prevalent  on 
great  topics,  taught  the  arts  of  persuasion  as  the  only  practical 
outcome  of  philosophy,  there  suddenly  appeared  amongst 
them  a strange  antagonist.  The  picture  he  presents  in  an 
ordinary  mind  is  a perfect  contrast  to  them.  They  had 
slighted  Truth ; they  had  denied  her.  He  had  made  her  his 
mistress ; and,  with  patient  labour,  with  untiring  energj', 
did  his  large  wise  soul  toil  after  perfect  commimion  with 
her.  They  had  deserted  Truth  for  money  and  renown.  He 
had  remained  constant  to  her  in  poverty.  They  professed 
to  teach  everything.  He  only  knew  that  he  knew  nothing ; 
and  denied  that  anything  could  be  taught.  Yet  he  believed 
he  could  be  of  service  to  his  fellow-men ; not  by  teaching, 
but  by  helping  them  to  learn.  His  mission  was  to  examine 
the  thoughts  of  others.  This  he  humorously  explained  by 
reference  to  his  mother's  profession,  namely  that  of  a midwife. 
What  she  did  for  women  in  labour  he  could  do  for  men 
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pregnant  with  ideas.  He  was  an  accoucheur  of  ideas.  He 
assisted  ideas  in  their  birth,  and,  having  brought  them  into 
light,  he  examined  them,  to  see  if  they  were  fit  to  live  : if 
true,  they  were  welcomed ; if  false,  destroyed.  And  for  this 
assistance  he  demanded  no  pecuniary  recompense,  but  sted- 
fastly  refused  every  bribe  of  the  kind. 

He  was  the  declared  questioner  of  all  men  who  were 
renowned  for  wisdom,  or  any  intellectual  eminence ; and 
they  were  somewhat  puzzled  by  their  questioner.  Who  is 
he  ? — Socrates,  the  son  of  Sophroniscus.  What  does  he  ? — 
Converse.  For  what  purpose? — To  expose  error.  Simply 
that  ? — That  and  no  more.  Has  he  no  truth  to  put  in  the 
place  of  error  ? — None ; except  the  truth  that  man  is  ignorant 
and  fancies  himself  wise. 

Some  gorgeous  Sophists,  in  their  flowing  robes,  followed 
by  crowds  of  eager  listeners,  treated  the  poor  and  humbly- 
clad  Socrates  with  ineffable  contempt.  He  was  rude  and 
ungainly  in  his  movements ; imlike  all  respectable  citizens  in 
his  habits.  Barefoot,  he  wandered  about  the  streets  of  Athens 
absorbed  in  thought ; sometimes  he  stood  still  fur  hours, 
fixed  in  meditation.  Every  day  he  strolled  into  the  market- 
place, and  disputed  with  all  who  were  willing.  In  appearance 
he  resembled  a Silentis.  His  flattened  nose,  with  wide  and 
upturned  nostrils,  his  projecting  eyeballs,  his  thick  and  sensual 
lips,  his  squab  figure  and  unwieldy  belly,  were  all  points  upon 
which  ridicule  might  fasten.  Yet  when  this  SOenus  spoke 
there  was  a witchery  in  his  tongue  which  fascinated  those 
whom  his  appearance  had  disgusted ; and  Alcibiades  declared 
that  he  was  forced  to  stop  his  ears  and  flee  away,  that  he 
might  not  sit  down  beside  Socrates  and  ‘ grow  old  in 
listening  to  his  talk.’  Let  us  hear  Alcibiades  describe  him.* 

‘ I win  begin  the  praise  of  Socrates  by  comparing  him  to  a 
certain  statue.  Perhaps  he  will  think  that  this  statue  is 
introduced  for  the  sake  of  ridicule  ; but  I assure  you  that  it 
is  necessary  for  the  iUustration  of  truth.  I assert  then,  that 


* PixTo  : Sj/mpoeium,  SusiXKY'a  trauslatiou. 
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Socrates  is  exactly  like  those  SUenuses  that  sit  in  the 
scxilptors’  shops,  and  which  are  carved  holding  flutes  or  pipes, 
but  which,  when  divided  in  two,  are  found  to  contain  within- 
side  the  images  of  the  gods.  I assert  that  Socrates  is  like 
the  Satyr  Marsyas ; that  your  form  and  appearance  are  like 
these  Satyrs,  I think  that  even  you  will  not  venture  to  deny ; 
and  how  like  you  are  to  them  in  all  other  things,  now  hear. 
Are  you  not  scornful  and  petulant  ? If  you  deny  this,  I will 
bring  witnesses.  Are  you  not  a piper,  and  far  more  wonder- 
ful a one  than  he  ? for  Marsyas,  and  whoever  now  pipes  the 
music  that  he  taught,  that  music  which  is  of  heaven,  and 
described  as  being  taught  by  Marsyas,  enchants  men  through 
the  power  of  the  mouth ; for,  if  any  musician,  be  he  skilful 
or  not,  awakens  this  music,  it  alone  enables  him  to  retain 
the  minds  of  men,  and  from  the  divinity  of  its  nature  makes 
evident  those  who  are  in  want  of  the  Gods  and  initiation. 
You  differ  only  from  Marsyas  in  this  circumstance,  that  you 
effect  without  instnunents,  by  mere  words,  all  that  he  can 
do ; for,  when  we  hear  Pericles,  or  any  other  accomplished 
orator,  deliver  a discourse,  no  one,  as  it  were,  cares  anything 
about  it.  But  when  anyone  hears  you,  or  even  your  words 
related  by  another,  though  ever  so  inde  and  unskilful  a 
speaker,  be  that  person  a woman,  man,  or  child,  we  are 
struck  and  retained,  as  it  were,  by  the  discourse  clinging  to 
our  minds. 

‘ If  I was  not  afraid  that  I am  a great  deal  too  drunk,  I 
would  confirm  to  you  by  an  oath  the  strange  effects  which  I 
, assure  you  I have  suffered  from  his  words,  and  suffer  still ; 
for,  when  I hear  him  speak,  my  heart  leaps  up  far  more  than 
the  hearts  of  those  who  celebrate  the  Corj’bantic  Mj'steries  ; 
my  tears  are  poured  out  as  he  talks — a thing  I have  seen 
happen  to  many  others  beside  myself.  I have  heard  Pericles 
and  other  excellent  orators,  and  have  been  pleased  with  their 
discourses,  but  I suffered  nothing  of  this  kind  ; nor  was  my 
soul  ever  on  those  occasions  disturbed  and  filled  with  self- 
reproach,  as  if  it  were  slavishly  laid  prostrate.  But  this 
Marsyas  here  has  often  affected  me  in  the  way  I describe. 
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until  the  life  which  I lead  seemed  hardly  worth  living.  Do 
not  deny  it,  Socrates ; for  I well  know  that  if  even  now  I 
chose  to  listen  to  you,  I could  not  resist,  but  should  again 
suffer  the  same  effects ; for,  my  friends,  he  forces  me  to 
confess,  that  while  I myself  am  stiU  in  want  of  many  things, 
I neglect  my  own  necessities,  and  attend  to  those  of  the 
Athenians.  I stop  my  ears,  therefore,  as  from  the  Sirens, 
and  flee  away  as  fast  as  possible,  that  I may  not  sit  down 
beside  him  and  grow  old  in  listening  to  his  talk ; for  this 
ma.n  has  reduced  me  to  feel  the  sentiment  of  shame,  which  I 
imagine  no  one  would  readily  believe  was  In  me  ; he  alone 
inspires  me  with  remorse  and  awe  ; for  I feel  in  his  presence 
my  incapacity  of  refuting  what  he  says,  or  of  refusing  to  do 
that  which  he  directs ; but,  when  I depart  from  him,  the 
glory  which  the  multitude  confers  overwhelms  me.  I escape, 
therefore,  and  hide  myself  from  him,  and  when  I see  him  I 
am  overwhelmed  with  humiliation,  because  I have  neglected 
to  do  what  I have  confessed  to  him  ought  to  be  done  ; and 
often  and  often  have  I wished  that  he  were  no  longer  to  bo 
seen  among  men.  But,  if  that  were  to  happen,  I well  know 
that  I should  suffer  far  greater  pain ; so  that  where  I can 
turn,  or  what  I can  do  with  this  man,  I know  not.  All  this 
have  I and  many  others  suffered  fix>m  the  pipings  of  this 
Satyr. 

‘ And  observe  how  like  he  is  to  what  I said,  and  what  a 
wonderful  power  he  possesses.  I know  that  there  is  not  one 
of  you  who  is  aware  of  the  real  nature  of  Socrates  ; but  since 
I have  begun,  I will  make  him  plain  to  you.  You  observe 
how  passionately  Socrates  affects  the  intimacy  of  those  who 
are  beautiful,  and  how  ignorant  he  professes  himself  to  be  ; 
appearances  in  themselves  excessively  Silenic.  This,  my 
friends,  is  the  external  form  with  which,  like  one  of  the 
sculptured  Sileni,  he  has  clothed  himself ; for,  if  you  open 
him,  you  will  find  within  admirable  temperance  and  wisdom : 
for  he  cares  not  for  mere  beauty,  but  despises  more  than  any 
one  can  imagine  all  external  possessions,  whether  it  be 
beauty,  or  wealth,  or  glory,  or  any  other  thing  for  which  the 
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multitude  felicitates  the  possessor.  He  esteems  these  things, 
and  us  who  honour  them,  as  nothing,  and  lives  among  men, 
making  all  the  objects  of  their  admiration  the  playthings  of 
his  irony.  But  I know  not  if  any  one  of  you  have  ever  seen 
the  divine  images  which  are  within,  when  he  has  been  opened 
and  is  serious.  I have  seen  them,  and  they  are  so  supremely 
beautiful,  so  golden,  so  divine  and  wonderful,  that  everything 
which  Socrates  commands  surely  ought  to  be  obeyed,  even 
like  the  voice  of  a God. 

‘ Many  other  and  most  wonderful  qualities  might  well  be 
praised  in  Socrates,  but  such  as  these  might  singly  be  attri- 
buted to  others.  But  that  which  is  unparalleled  in  Socrates, 
is,  that  he  is  unlike,  and  above  comparison  with,  all  other 
men,  whether  those  who  have  lived  in  ancient  times,  or  those 
who  exist  now  ; for,  it  may  be  conjectured,  that  Brasidas  and 
many  others  are  such  as  was  Achilles.  Pericles  deserves 
comparison  with  Nestor  and  Antenor ; and  other  excellent 
persons  of  various  times  may,  with  probability,  be  drawn  into 
comparison  with  each  other.  But  to  such  a singular  man  as 
this,  both  himself  and  his  discourses  are  so  uncommon,  no 
one,  should  he  seek,  would  find  a parallel  among  the  present 
or  the  past  generations  of  mankind ; unless  they  should  say 
that  he  resembled  those  with  whom  I lately  compared  him  ; 
for,  assuredly,  he  and  his  discourses  are  like  nothing  but  the 
Sileni  and  the  Satyrs.  At  first  I forgot  to  make  you  ob- 
serve how  like  his  discourses  are  to  those  Sat^Ts  when  they 
are  opened ; for,  if  any  one  will  listen  to  the  talk  of  Socrates, 
it  will  appear  to  him  at  first  extremely  ridiculous ; the 
phrases  and  expressions  which  he  employs  fold  around  his 
exterior  the  skin,  as  it  were,  of  a rude  and  wanton  Satyr.  He 
is  always  talking  about  brass-founders,  and  leather-cutters, 
and  skin-dressers : and  this  is  his  perpetual  custom,  so  that 
any  dull  aud  unobservant  person  might  easily  laugh  at  his 
discourse.  But  if  any  one  should  see  it  opened,  as  it  were, 
and  get  within  the  sense  of  his  words,  he  would  then  find 
that  they  alone  of  all  that  enters  into  the  mind  of  man  to 
utter,  had  a profound  and  persuasive  meaning,  and  that  they 
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were  most  divine ; and  that  they  presented  to  the  mind  in- 
numerable images  of  every  excellence,  and  that  they  tended 
towards  objects  of  the  highest  moment,  or  rather  towards  all 
that  he  who  seeks  the  possession  of  what  is  supremely  beau- 
tiful and  good  need  regard  as  essential  to  the  accomplishment 
of  his  ambition. 

‘These  are  the  things,  my  friends,  for  which  I praise 
Socrates.’ 

Such  a Silenus  was  the  most  formidable  antagonist  that 
the  Sophists  had  encountered ; but  this  is  small  praise  for 
him  who  was  hereafter  to  become  one  who  was  to  give  a new 
impulse  to  the  human  mind,  and  leave  as  an  inheritance  to 
mankind  the  grand  example  of  an  heroic  life  devoted  to 
truth  and  crowned  with  martyrdom. 

Everything  about  Socrates  is  remarkable, — personal  ap- 
pearance, moral  physiognomy,  position,  object,  method,  life 
and  death.  Fprtunattdy,  his  character  and  his  tendencies 
have  been  so  clearly  pictured  in  the  works  of  Plato  and 
Xenophon,  that  although  the  portrait  may  be  flattered  we 
are  sure  of  its  general  truth. 

He  was  born  b.c.  469,  the  son  of  Sophroniscus,  a sculptor,* 
and  Phffinarete,  a midwife.  His  parents,  though  poor, 
managed,  it  is  said,  to  give  him  the  ordinary  education. 
Besides  which,  he  learned  his  father’s  art ; whether  he  made 
any  progress  in  it  we  are  unable  to  say ; probably  not,  as  he 
relinquished  it  early.  A group  of  Graces,  which  tradition 
attributed  to  the  chisel  of  Socrates,  was  exhibited  for  cen- 
turies among  the  art  treasures  of  the  Acropolis ; but  we  have 
of  course  no  means  of  determining  the  authenticity  of  the 
relic.  Diogenes  Laertius  tells  us  that  Crito,  a wealthy 
Athenian,  charmed  with  the  manners  of  Socrates,  is  said 
to  have  withdrawn  him  from  the  shop,  and  to  have  educated 


* WiGOER«  {Life  of  Socratet^  trans.)  says,  that  Timon  the  Sillogroph  calls 
Socrates,  with  a sneer,  ‘ a stone-scraper.*  Ho  forgets  that  was 

one  of  the  names  for  a sculptor,  as  LuctAit  informs  us  in  the  account  of  his  early 
lif  e. 
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him.  This  Crito  afterwards  became  a reverential  disciple  of 
the  great  genius  he  luxd  discovered. 

Considering  that  we  have  his  own  assertion  as  evidence  of 
his  having  early  studied  Physics,  for  which  he  had  an  as- 
tonishing longing,  and  considering  further  that  he  so  entirely 
relinquished  that  study,  even  declaring  it  to  be  impious,*  it 
is  of  little  importance  to  discuss,  with  German  critics,  whe- 
ther he  did  or  did  not  learn  from  Archelaus  and  Anaxagoras. 
That  he  learned  oratory  from  Prodicust  is  not  discountenanced 
by  the  passage  in  Xenophon,|  where  he  is  made  to  say,  ‘ You 
despise  me  because  you  have  squandered  money  upon  Pro- 
tagoras, Gorgias,  Prodicus,  and  so  many  others,  in  return  for 
their  teaching ; whereas  I am  forced  to  draw  my  philosophy 
from  my  own  brain ; ’ for  certainly,  if  any  one  can  claim 
originality,  it  is  Socrates : his  philosophy  he  learned  from  no 
one.  lie  struck  into  a new  path.  Instead  -of  tiying  to 
account  for  the  existence  of  the  universe,  he  was  ever  craving, 
as  Mr.  Maurice  well  says,  for  a light  to  show  him  his  own 
path  through  it.§ 

He  did  not  commence  teaching  till  about  the  middle  of  his 
career.  We  have  but  few  records  of  the  events  which  filled 
up  the  period  between  his  first  leaving  his  father  and  his  first 
teaching.  One  of  these  was  his  marriage  with  Xanthippe. 
She  bore  him  three  children.  The  violence  of  her  temper  and 
the  equanimity  with  which  he  submitted  to  it  are  proverbial. 
She  has  become  a type  ; her  name  is  sjmonymous  with  Shrew. 
He  gave  a playful  explanation  of  his  choice  by  remarking, 
that  ‘ those  who  wish  to  become  skilled  in  horsemanship 
select  the  most  spirited  horses ; after  being  able  to  bridle 
those,  they  believe  they  can  bridle  aU  others.  Now,  as  it  is 
my  wish  to  live  and  converse  with  men,  I married  this  woman, 
being  firmly  convinced  that  in  case  I should  be  enable  to 
endure  her,  I should  be  able  to  endure  all  others.’|| 

* In  Xenophon,  ‘madness.* — MemorcA.^  lib.  i.  c.  1. 

t Pi-ATO,  M'tio,  p.  96. 

J Convivium,  i.  6. 

§ Mauiuce:  Moral  and  Metaphysical  113. 

H Xe.nophon,  Convivium,  ii. 
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Before  ho  gave  himself  up  to  teaching,  he  performed 
military  service  in  three  battles,  and  distinguished  himself  in 
each.  In  the  first,  the  prize  of  bravery  was  awarded  to  him. 
He  relinquished  his  claim  in  favour  of  Alcibiades,  whom  it 
might  encourage  to  deserve  such  honour.  Various  anecdotes 
are  related  of. him  during  his  campaigns.  In  spite  of  the 
severity  of  winter,  when  the  ice  and  snow  were  thick  upon 
the  ground,  he  went  barefoot  and  lightly  clad.  On  one 
occasion  he  stood  before  the  camp  for  four-and-twenty  hours 
on  the  same  spot  rapt  in  meditation.  Plato  has  given  us 
a beautiful  description  of  Socrates  during  the  campaign, 
which  we  quote  in  the  translation  by  Shelley  : — 

‘ At  one  time  we  were  fcUow-soldiers,  and  had  our  mess 
together  in  the  camp  before  Potidsea.  Socrates,  there  over- 
came not  only  me,  but  every  one  besides,  in  endurance  of 
toils  : when,  as  happens  in  a campaign,  we  were  reduced  to 
few  provisions,  there  were  none  who  could  sustain  himger 
like  Socrates  : and,  when  we  had  plenty,  he  alone  seemed  to 
enjoy  our  military  fare.  He  never  drank  much  willingly ; 
but,  when  he  was  compelled  he  conquered  all  even  in  that 
to  which  he  was  least  accustomed,  and,  what  is  most  as-, 
tonishing,  no  person  ever  saw  Socrates  drunk  either  then  or 
at  any  other  time.  Li  the  depth  of  winter  (and  the  winters 
there  are  excessively  rigid)  he  sustained  calmly  incredible 
hardships  : and,  amongst  other  things,  whilst  the  frost  was 
intolerably  severe,  and  no  one  went  out  of  their  tents,  or,  if 
they  went  out,  wrapt  themselves  up  carefully  and  put  fleeces 
under  their  feet,  and  bound  their  legs  with  hairy  skins, 
Socrates  went  out  only  with  the  same  cloak  on  that  he  usually 
wore,  and  walked  barefoot  upon  the  ice,  more  easily  indeed 
than  those  who  had  sandalled  themselves  so  delicately;  so 
that  the  soldiers  thought  he  did  it  to  mock  their  want  of 
fortitude.  It  would  indeed  be  worth  while  to  commemorate 
all  that  this  brave  man  did  and  endured  in  that  expedition. 

‘ In  one  instance  he  was  seen  early  in  the  morning  stand- 
ing in  one  place  rapt  in  meditation,  and,  as  he  seemed  not 
to  be  able  to  unravel  the  subject  of  his  thoughts,  he  still 
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continneJ  to  stand  as  inquiring  and  discussing  within  him- 
self ; and,  when  noon  came,  the  soldiers  observed  him,  and 
said  to  one  another,  “ Socrates  has  been  standing  there  think- 
ing, ever  since  the  morning.”  At  last  some  lonians  came  to 
the  spot,  and  having  supped,  as  it  was  suinmer,  bringing 
their  blankets,  they  lay  down  to  sleep  in  .the  cool : they 
observed  that  Socrates  continued  to  stand  there  the  whole 
night  until  morning,  and  that,  when  the  sun  rose,  he  saluted 
it  with  a prayer,  and  departed. 

‘ I ought  not  to  omit  wlmt  Socrates  is  in  battle ; for,  in 
that  battle  after  which  the  Generals  decreed  to  me  the 
prise  of  courage,  Socrates  alone  of  all  men  was  the  saviour 
of  my  life,  standing  by  me  when  I had  fallen  and  was 
wounded,  and  preserving  both  myself  and  my  arras  from  the 
hands  of  the  enemy.  On  that  occasion  I entreated  the 
Generals  to  decree  the  prize,  as  it  was  most  due,  to  him.  And 
this,  O Socrates,  you  cannot  denj',  that  when  the  Generals, 
wishing  to  conciliate  a person  of  my  rank,  desired  to  give 
me  the  prize,  you  were  far  more  earnestly  desirous  than 
the  Generals,  that  this  glory  should  be  attributed,  not  to 
yourself,  but  me. 

‘ But  to  see  Socrates  when  our  army  was  defeated  and 
scattered  in  flight  at  Delium,  was  a spectacle  worthy  to 
behold.  ^On  that  occasion  I was  among  the  cavalry,  and  he 
on  foot,  heavily  armed.  After  the  total  rout  of  our  troops,  he 
and  Laches  retreated  together : I came  up  by  chance,  and, 
seeing  them,  bade  them  be  of  good  cheer,  for  that  I woxild 
not  leave  them.  As  I was  on  horseback,  and  therefore  less 
occupied  by  a regard  of  my  own  situation,  I could  better 
observe,  than  at  PotidBca,  the  beautiful  spectacle  exhibited  by 
Socrates  on  this  emergency.  How  superior  was  he  to  Laches 
in  presence  of  mind  and  courage  ! Your  representation  of 
him  on  the  stage,  O Aristophanes,  was  not  wholly  imlike  his 
real  self  on  this  occasion  ; for  he  walked  and  darted  his  re- 
gards around  with  a majestic  composure,  looking  tranquilly 
both  on  his  friends  and  enemies ; so  that  it  was  evident  to 
everyone,  even  from  afar,  that  whoever  should  venture  to  attack 
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him  would  encounter  a desperate  resistance.  He  and  his 
companion  thus  departed  in  safety ; for  those  who  are 
scattered  in  flight  are  pursued  and  killed,  whilst  men  hesitate 
to  touch  those  who  exhibit  such  a countenance  as  that  of 
Socrates  even  in  defeat.’ 

We  must  cast  a glance  at  his  public  career.  His  doctrine 
being  ethical,  there  is  great  importance  in  seeing  how  far  it 
was  practical.  He  proclaimed  the  supremacy  of  Virtue  over 
all  other  rules  of  life ; he  exhorted  men  to  a bravo  and 
unflinching  adhesion  to  Justice,  as  the  only  real  happiness  ; 
he  declared  that  the  unjust  alone  are  unhappy.  Was  he 
himself  virtuous  ? was  he  happy  ? 

His  braverj'  as  a soldier  was  surpassed  by  his  bravery  as  a 
senator.  He  had  that  high  moral  courage  which  can  brave 
not  only  death,  but  the  opinion  of  the  world.  He  presents  an 
example,  almost  unique  in  history,  of  a man  who  could  defy  a 
t}Tant,  and  also  defy  a tyrannical  mob,  an  impetuous,  im- 
perious mob.  The  Thirty  Tyrants  on  one  occasion  summoned 
him,  together  with  four  others,  to  the  Tliolus,  the  place  in 
whicTv  the  Prytanes  took  their  meals.  He  was  there  com- 
manded to  bring  Leon  of  Salamis  to  Athens.  Leon  had  ob- 
tained the  right  of  Athenian  citizenship,  but,  fearing  the 
rapacity  of  the  tyrants,  had  retired  to  Salamis.  To  bring 
back  Leon,  Socrates  steadily  refused.  He  says  himself,  that 
the  ‘ Govemmeut,  although  it  was  so  powerful,  did  not  frighten 
me  into  doing  anything  unjust ; but,  when  we  came  out  of 
the  Tholus,  the  four  went  to  Salamis  and  took  Leon,  but  I 
went  away  home.  And  perhaps  I should  have  suffered  death 
on  account  of  this,  if  the  Govemmeut  had  not  soon  been 
broken  up.’ 

On  another  occasion  he  braved  the  clamorous  mob.  He 
was  then  a Senator,  the  only  State  office  he  ever  held.  Tlie 
Athenian  Senate  consisted  of  the  Five  Hundred  who  were 
elected  from  the  ten  tribes.  Diuing  a period  of  thirty-five 
or  thirty-six  days  the  members  of  each  tribe  in  turn  had  the 
presidency,  and  were  called  Prytanes.  Of  the  fifty  Prytanes, 
ten  had  the  presidency  everj*  seven  days ; each  day  one  of 
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these  ten  enjoyed  the  highest  dignity,  with  the  name  of 
Epistates.  He  laid  even'thing  before  the  assembly  of  the 
people,  pnt  the  question  to  tlie  vote,  examined  the  votes, 
and,  in  shorti,  conducted  the  whole  business  of  the  assembly. 
He  enjoyed  tliis  power,  however,  only  for  a single  day ; for 
that  day  he  was  entrusted  with  the  keys  of  the  citadel  and 
the  treasury  of  the  republic. 

Socrates  was  Epistates  on  the  day  when  the  unjust  sentence 
was  to  be  passed  on  the  Admirals  who  had  neglected  to  bury 
the  deiul  after  the  battle  of  Arginusa;.  To  take  care  of  the 
burial  of  the  dead  was  a sacred  duty.*  The  shades  of  the 
unburied  were  believed  to  wauder  restlessly  for  a hundred 
years  on  the  banks  of  the  Styx.  After  the  battle  of 
Arginusm,  a violent  storm  arose,  which  prevented  the 
Admirals  from  obtaining  the  bodies  of  the  slain.  In  order 
to  remedy  this,  they  left  behind  them  some  inferior  officers 
(Taiiarchs)  to  attend  to  the  office.  But  the  violence  of  the 
storm  rendered  it  impossible.  The  Admirals  were  tried. 
They  produced  the  evidence  of  pilots  to  show  that  the  tempest 
hiid  rendered  the  burial  impracticable  ; besides  which,  they 
had  left  the  Taxiarchs  behind,  so  that  the  blame,  if  anj',  ought 
to  fall  on  the  latter.  This  produced  its  natural  effect  on  the 
people,  who  would  instantly  have  given  an  acquittal,  had  the 
question  been  put  to  the  vote.  But  the  accusers  managed  to 
adjoimi  the  assembly,  pretending  that  it  was  too  dark  to 
count  the  show  of  hands.  In  the  meanwhile  the  enemies  of 
the  Admirals  did  all  they  could  to  inflame  the  minds  of  the 
people.  Tlie  lamentations  and  mournful  appearance  of  the 
kinsmen  of  the  slain,  who  had  been  hired  for  the  tragic  scene, 
had  a powerful  influence  on  the  assembly.  The  votes  were 
to  be  given  on  the  general  question,  whether  the  Admirals 
ha<l  done  wrong  in  not  taking  up  the  bodies  of  the  dead ; 
and,  if  they  should  lx;  condemned  by  the  majority  (so  the 
Senate  ordained),  they  were  to  be  put  to  death  and  their 
property  confiscated.  But  to  condemn  all  by  one  vote  was 
contrary  to  law.  The  Prytanes,  with  Socrates  at  their  head, 

* The  Antigone  of  Sophocles  is  founded  on  the  saeredness  of  this  duty. 
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refused  to  put  tUe  illegal  question  to  the  vote.  The  people 
became  furious,  and  loudly  demanded  that  those  who  resisted 
their  pleasure  should  themselves  be  brought  to  trial.  The 
Ih-jtanes  wavered,  yielded.  Socrates  alone  remained  firm, 
defying  the  threats  of  the  mob.  He  stood  there  to  administer 
justice.  He  woidd  not  administer  injustice.  In  consequence 
of  his  refusal,  the  question  could  not  be  put  to  the  vote,  and 
the  assembly  was  again  adjourned.  The  next  day  a new 
Epistates  and  other  presidents  succeeded,  and  the  Admirals 
were  condemned.* 

It  was  impossible  for  Socrates  to  enter  the  market-place 
without  at  once  becoming  an  object  of  attention.  His  im- 
gainly  figure,  his  strange  character,  and  his  bewitching 
tongue,  excited  and  enchained  ciu-iosity.  He  became  known 
to  every  citizen.  Who  had  not  listened  to  him  ? "Who  had 
not  enjoyed  his  inimitable  irony  ? Who  had  not  seen  him 
demolish  the  arrogance  and  pretension  of  some  reputed  wise 
man  ? Socrates  must  have  been  a terrible  antagonist  to  all 
people  who  believed  that  they  were  wise  because  they  could  ^ 
discourse  fluently;  and  these  were  not  few.  He  always  de- 
clared that  he  knew  nothing.  When  a man  professed  know- 
ledge on  any  point,  espiecially  if  admiring  crowds  gave  testi- 
mony to  that  profession,  Socrates  was  sure  to  step  up  to  him, 
and,  professing  ignorance,  entreat  to  be  taught.  Charmed 
with  so  humble  a listener,  the  teacher  began.  Interrogated, 
he  imsuspectingly  assented  to  some  very  evident  proposition ; 
a conclusion  from  that,  almost  as  evident,  next  received  his 
assent ; from  that  moment  he  was  lost.  With  great  power 
of  logic,  with  much  ingenious  subtlety,  and  sometimes  with 
daring  sopliistication;  a web  was  formed  from  which  he  could 
not  extricate  himself.  His  own  admissions  were  proved  to 
lead  to  monstrous  conclusions;  these  conclusions  he  repugned, 
but  could  not  see  where  the  gist  of  his  error  lay.  The 
laughter  of  all  bystanders  bespoke  his  defeat.  Before  him 
was  his  adversary,  imperturbably  calm,  apparently  innocent 
of  all  attempt  at  making  him  ridiculous.  Confused,  but  not 

• WiooERs,  pp.  61-55. 
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confuted,  he  left  the  spot  indignant  with  himself,  but  more 
indignant  with  the  subtlety  of  his  adversary. 

It  was  thus  that  Socrates  became  mistaken  for  a Sophist ; 
but  he  was  distingiiished  from  the  Sophists  by  his  constant 
object.  Whilst  they  denied  the  possibility  of  truth,  he  only 
sought  to  make  men  aware  of  their  ignoi-ance,  in  the  iron- 
ical, playful,  and,  sometimes,  quibbling  manner  in  which  he 
destroyed  their  arguments. 

This  sort  of  disputation  daily  occurred  in  Athens ; and  by 
it,  doubtless,  Socrates  acquired  that  notoriety  which  induced 
Aristophanes  to  select  him  as  the  Sophist  hero  of  the  comedy 
of  The  Clouds.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  to  his  adversaries 
he  must  have  been  an  exasperating  opponent.  No  one  was 
safe  from  his  attack.  No  one  who  presumed  to  know  any- 
thing could  escape  him.  In  confirmation,  let  us  quote  the 
account  Socrates  gives  of  his  procedure,  as  reported  by  Plato 
in  the  Apology.  Socrates  there  describes  his  sensations  on 
hearing  that  Apollo  had  declared  him  to  be  the  wisest  of  men. 

• He  could  not  understand  this.  Knowing  himself  to  be  wise 
in  nothing,  yet  not  daring  to  think  the  words  of  the  god 
could  be  false,  he  was  puzzled.  ‘ I went  to  one  of  those  who 
are  esteemed  to  be  wise,  thinking  that  here,  if  anywhere,  I 
should  prove  the  oracle  to  be  wrong,  and  to  be  able  to  say, 
“ Here  is  a man  wiser  than  I.”  After  examining  this  man 
(I  need  not  name  him,  but  he  was  one  of  the  politicians),  and 
conversing  with  him,  it  was  my  opinion  that  this  man  seemed 
to  many  others,  and  especially  to  himself,  to  be  wise,  but  was 
not  so.  Thereupon  I tried  to  convince  him  that  he  thought 
himself  wise,  but  was  not.  By  this  means  I offended  him 
and  many  of  the  bystanders.  When  I tvent  away,  I said  to 
myself,  “ I am  wiser  than  this  man ; for  neither  of  us,  it  would 
seem,  knows  anything  valuable:  but  he,  not  knowing,  fancies 
he  does  know  ; I,  as  I really  do  not  know,  so  I do  not  think 
I know.  I seem,  therefore,  to  bo  in  one  small  matter  wiser 
than  he.”  After  this  I went  to  another  still  wiser  than  he, 
and  came  to  the  same  result ; and  by  this  I afironted  him  too, 
and  many  others.  I went  on  in  the  same  manner,  perceiving 
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with  sorrow  and  fear  that  I was  making  enemies;  but  it  seemed 
necessary  to  postpone  all  other  considerations  to  the  service 
of  the  god,  and  therefore  to  seek  for  the  meaning  of  the  oracle 
by  going  to  all  who  appeared  to  know  anything.  And,  0 
Athenians,  the  impression  made  on  me  was  this : The  per- 
sons of  most  reputation  seemed  to  me  nearly  the  most  defi- 
cient of  all ; other  persons  of  much  smaller  account  seemed 
much  more  rational. 

‘ When  I had  done  with  the  politicians,  I went  to  the  poets, 
tragic,  ditbyrambic,  and  others,  thinking  that  I should  surely 
find  myself  less  knowing  than  they.  Taking  up  those  of 
their  poems  which  appeared  to  me  most  laboured,  I asked 
them  (that  I might  at  the  same  time  learn  something  from 
them)  what  these  poems  meant?  I am  ashamed,  O Athe- 
nians, to  say  the  truth,  but  I must  say  it ; there  was  scarcely 
a person  present  who  could  not  have  spoken  better  concerning 
their  poems  than  they.  I soon  found  that  what  poets  do, 
they  accomplish  not  by  wisdom,  but  by  a kind  of  natural  turn, 
and  an  enthusiasm  like  that  of  prophets  and  those  who  utter 
oracles ; for  these,  too,  speak  many  fine  things,  but  do  not 
know  one  particle  of  what  they  speak. 

‘ Lastly,  I resorted  to  artificers  ; for  I was  conscious  that  I 
myself  knew,  in  a manner,  nothing  at  all,  but  should  find 
them  knowing  many  valuable  things.  And  in  this  I was  not 
mistaken ; they  knew  things  which  I knew  not,  and  were,  so 
far,  wiser  than  I.  But  they  appeared  to  me  to  fall  into  the 
same  error  as  the  poets  ; each,  because  he  was  skilled  in  his 
own  art,  insisted  upon  being  the  wisest  man  in  other  and 
greater  things ; and  this  mistake  of  theirs  overshadowed 
what  they  possessed  of  wisdom.  From  this  search,  O Athe- 
nians, the  consequences  to  me  have  been,  on  the  one  hand, 
many  enmities,  and  of  the  most  formidable  kind,  which  have 
brought  upon  me  many  false  imputations  ; but,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  name  and  general  repute  of  a wise  man.’ 

Socrates,  like  Dr.  Johnson,  did  not  care  for  the  country. 

‘ Sir,’  said  the  Doctor,  ‘ when  you  have  seen  one  green  field, 
you  have  seen  ad  green  fields ; Sir,  I like  to  look  upon  men. 
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Let  us  walk  down  Clieapside.’  In  words  of  the  same  import 
does  Socrates  address  Plia-Hlrus,  who  accused  him  of  beinj' 
unacquainted  even  with  the  ncif'hbourhood  of  Athens.  ‘ I 
am  very  anxious  to  learn ; and  from  fields  and  trees  I can 
learn  nothing.  I can  only  learn  from  men  in  the  city.’  And 
he  was  always  to  be  found  where  men  were  assembled.* 
Ready  to  argue  with  every  one,  he  demanded  money  from 
none.  He  gave  no  lectines  : he  only  talked.  He  wrote  no 
books  : he  argued. t He  cannot  projwrl}"  be  said  to  have  had 
a school,  since  he  did  not  even  give  a systematic  exposition 
of  his  doctrine.  What  has  been  called  his  school,  must  be 
understood  to  refer  to  the  many  delighted  admirers  whose 
custom  it  was  to  surround  him  whenever  he  appeared,  to  talk 
with  him  as  often  as  possible,  and  to  accept  his  leading 
opinions. 

‘ At  what  time  Socrates  relinquished  his  profession  ns  a 
statuarj'  we  do  not  know  ; but  it  is  certain  that  all  the  middle 
and  later  part  of  his  life,  at  least,  was  devoted  exclusively  to 
the  self-imposed  task  of  teaching ; excluding  all  other 
"business,  public  or  private,  and  to  the  neglect  of  all  means  of 
fortune.  We  can  hardly  avoid  speaking  of  him  as  a teiicher, 
though  he  himself  disclaimed  the  appellation ; his  practice 
was  to  talk  or  converse.  Early  in  the  morning  he  frequented 
the  public  walks,  the  gjunnasia  for  bodily  training,  and  the 
schools  where  youths  were  receiving  instruction ; he  was  to 
be  seen  in  the  market-place  at  tlie  hour  when  it  was  most 
crowded,  among  the  booths  and  tables  where  goods  were  ex- 
posed for  sale  ; his  whole  day  was  usually  spent  in  this  public 
manner.  He  talked  with  any  one,  young  or  old,  rich  or  poor, 
who  sought  to  address  him,  and  in  the  hearing  of  all  who 
stood  by ; not  only  he  never  either  asked  or  received  any 
reward,  but  he  made  no  distinction  of  persons,  never  witliheld 

* Xp.Nonios  : Memornh.  i.  1.  Kol  (Xtyt  sR  ii  t!i  roKv,  tuTi  Si  ^auXofkivatt  i(ijy 

hKOVtllf. 

t We  are,  thfi\*fore,  di.<4po5e<{  to  acce  pt  as  historical,  the  languag;c  PukT<»  ptits 
into  his  mouth  respecting  the  int-fficicnej'  of  Ixwks.  Bot>kH  cannot  W interrogated, 
cannot  answer;  thcr«'forc,  cannot  teach;  we  can  only  Irnrn  from  them  that  wincli 
we  knew  bofor«'. — Pha^rufi,  p.  96. 
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Lis  conversation  from  any  one,  and  talked  on  the  same  general 
subjects  with  all.  . , . As  it  was  engaging,  curious  and 

instructive  to  hoar,  certain  persons  made  it  their  habit  to 
attend  him  in  public  as  companions  and  listeners.  These 
men,  a fluctuating  body,  were  commonly  known  as  his  disciples 
and  scholars  ; though  neither  he  nor  his  personal  friends  ever 
employed  the  terms  teacher  and  disciple  to  describe  the  relation 
between  them.  Now  no  other  person  in  Athens,  nor  in  any 
other  Grecian  city,  appears  ever  to  have  manifested  himself  in 
this  perpetual  and  indiscriminate  manner  as  a public  talker 
for  instruction.  By  the  pecuUar  mode  of  life  which  Socrates 
pursued,  not  only  his  conversation  reached  the  minds  of  a 
much  wider  circle,  but  he  became  more  abimdantly  known 
as  a person.  While  acquiring  a few  friends  and  admirers, 
and  raising  a certain  intellectual  interest  in  others,  he  at  the 
same  time  prOvoked  a large  number  of  pKjrsonal  enemies.  This 
was  probably  the  reason  why  he  was  selected  by  Aristophanes 
and  the  other  comic  writers  to  be  attacked  as  a general 
representative  of  philosophical  and  rhetorical  teaching.’* 
Although  Socrates  was  a knight-errant  of  philosophy,  ever 
on  the  alert  to  rescue  some  forlorn  truth  from  the  dungeons 
of  prejudice,  and  therefore  was  not  scrupulous  as  to  who  or 
what  his  adversary  might  be,  yet  his  especial  enemies  were 
the  Sophists.  He  never  neglected  an  opportimity  of  refuting 
them.  He  combated  them  with  their  own  weapons,  and  on 
their  own  ground.  He  knew  all  their  tactics.  He  knew 
their  strength  and  their  weakness.  Like  them  he  had  studied 
Physics,  in  the  speculations  of  the  early  thinkers ; and  like 
them  had  seen  that  these  speculations  led  to  no  certainty. 
But -he  had  not,  like  them,  made  scepticism  a reftige;  he  had 
not  proclaimed  truth  to  be  a phantom,  because  he  could  not 
embrace  her.  No : defeated  in  his  endeavour  to  penetrate 
the  mysteries  of  the  world  without,  he  turned  his  attention  to 
the  world  ivithin.  For  Physics  he  substituted  Morals.  The 
certitude  which  he  failed  to  g^in  respecting  the  operations  of 


• Ubotk;  Hitt,  of  Grace,  viit.  656. 
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nature,  had  not  shaken  his  conviction  of  the  certitude  of  the 
moral  truths  which  his  conscience  irresistibly  impressed  upon 
his  attention.  The  world  of  sense  might  be  fleeting  and  de- 
ceptive. The  voice  of  conscience  could  not  deceive.  Turning 
his  attention  inwards,  he  discovered  certain  truths  which 
admitted  of  no  question.  They  were  eternal,  immutable, 
evident.  These  he  opposed  to  the  scepticism  of  the  Sophists. 
Moral  certitude  was  the  rock  ujwn  which  his  shipwrecked 
soul  was  cast.  There  he  could  repose  in  safety.  From  its 
heights  he  could  survey  the  world,  and  his  relation  to  it. 

Thus  was  his  life  spent.  In  his  old  pge  he  had  to  appear 
before  his  judges  to  answer  the  accusations  of  Impiety  and 
Immorality.  He  appeared,  and  was  condemned. 

When  we  think  upon  the  character  of  this  great  man, 
whose  virtues,  luminous  in  the  distance,  and  surrounded  with 
the  halo  of  imperishable  glory,  so  impose  on  our  imaginations 
that  they  seem  as  evident  as  they  were  exalted,  we  cannot 
hear  of  his  trial  and  condemnation  without  indignant  disgust 
at  the  Athenians.  But,  for  the  sake  of  humanity,  let  us  be 
cautious  ere  we  decide.  The  Athenians  were  volatile,  cre- 
dulous and  cruel : all  masses  of  men  are.  But  it  is  too  much 
to  suppose  that  they,  or  any  people,  would  have  condemned 
Socrates  had  he  appeared  to  them  what  he  appears  to  us. 
Had  a t3Tant  committed  such  a deed,  the  people  woidd  have 
avenged  it.  But  Socrates  was  not  to  them  what  he  appears 
to  us.  He  was  ofiensive  to  them,  and  paid  the  penalty. 

A great  man  cannot  be  understood  by  his  contemporaries. 
He  can  only  be  understood  by  his  peers ; and  his  peers  are 
few.  Posterity  exalts  a great  man’s  fame  by  producing  a 
number  of  great  men  to  appreciate  him.  The  great  man  is 
also  necessarily  a reformer  in  some  shape  or  other.  Every 
reformer  has  to  combat  existing  prejudices  and  deep-rooted 
passions.  To  cut  his  own  path,  he  must  displace  the  nibbish 
which  encumbers  it.  He  is  therefore  in  opposition  to  his 
fellow-men,  and  attacks  their  interests.  Blinded  by  pre- 
judice, by  passion,  and  by  interest,  men  cannot  see  the  ex- 
cellence of  him  they  oppose ; and  hence  it  is  that,  as  Heine 
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SO  admirably  says,  ‘ wherever  a great  soul  gives  utterance  to 
its  thoughts,  there  also  is  Golgotha.’ 

Refoniiers  risk  martjTdom ; and  Socrates  was  a reformer. 
Although,  therefore,  his  condemnation  appears  to  us  very 
rmjust  and  very  frightful,  to  the  Athenians  it  was  no  more 
than  the  banishment  of  Empedocles,  or  the  condemnation  of 
Protagoras.  Pure  as  were  his  intentions,  his  actions  and 
opinions  were  offensive.  He  incurred  the  hatred  of  party- 
spirit  ; arid  by  that  hatred  fell.  We  recognise  the  purity 
of  his  intentions ; he  does  not  oppose  w.  We  can  pardon 
what  we  believe  to  be  his  errors,  because  those  errors  wage 
no  war  with  our  interests.  Very  differently  were  the  Athe- 
nians situated.  To  them  he  was  offensive.  He  hated  in- 
justice and  folly  of  all  kinds,  and  never  lost  an  occasion  of 
exposing  them.  A man  who  undertakes  to  be  the  critic  of 
his  age  cannot  escape  the  critic’s  penalty.* 

But,  perhaps,  the  most  exasperating  part  of  his  behaviour 
was  the  undisguised  contempt  which  he  uniformly  expressed 
for  the  readiness  with  which  men  assumed  that  they  had  a 
capacity  for  government.  Only  the  wise,  he  said,  were  fit  to 
govern,  and  they  were  few.  Government  is  a science,  and  a 
difficult  science.  It  is  infinitely  more  difficult  to  govern  a 
State  than  to  govern  the  helm  of  a ship.  Yet,  the  same 
people  who  would  not  trust  themselves  in  a ship  without  an 
experienced  pilot,  not  only  trust  themselves  in  a State  with 
an  inexperienced  ruler,  but  also  endeavour  to  become  rulers 
themselves.  This  contempt  was  sufficient  to  cause  his  con- 
demnation ; but  a better  pretext  was  wanted,  and  it  was 
found  in  his  impiety.  His  defenders,  ancient  and  modem, 
have  declared  that  he  was  not  g^Uty  of  impiety ; and  Xeno- 
phon ‘ wonders  ’ that  the  charge  could  have  been  credited 
for  an  instant.  But  we  believe  that  the  charge  was  as  much 
merited  as  in  the  case  of  the  other  philosophers  against 
whom  it  was  made.f  He  gave  new  interpretations  to  the 

* The  mnstcriy  account  of  the  trial  of  Socrates,  given  by  Mr.  Grotk,  should  b© 
read  and  re-read  by  all  interested  in  this  subject. 

t Sextus  Evfuiicus,  speaking  of  the  Socratic  heresy,  calls  it  iKpav\i(ovctuf 
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reining  dogmas  ; and  opposing  the  mythological  interpre- 
tations, ho  was  chargeable  with  impiety. 

It  has  been  remarked  by  an  anonymous  writer,  that,  in 
complying  with  the  rites  of  his  coimtry,  Socrates  avoided 
her  aujicrstitions.  Tlie  right  of  sacrifice,  so  simple  and 
natural  that  it  harmonises  with  all  and  any  religious  truth, 
required  to  be  guarded  against  a great  abuse,  and  against 
this  he  warned  his  countrymen. 

‘ When,’  says  Xenophon,  ‘ he  sacrificed,  he  feared  not  his 
offering  would  fail  of  acceptance  in  that  he  was  poor ; but, 
giving  according  to  his  ability,  he  doubted  not  but,  in  the 
sight  of  the  Gods,  he  equalled  those  men  whose  gifts  and 
sacrifices  overspread  the  whole  altar ; for  Socrates  always 
reckoned  \ipon  it  as  a most  indubitable  truth,  that  the 
service  paid  the  Deity  by  the  pure  and  pious  soul  was  the 
most  grateful  service. 

‘ When  he  prayed,  his  petition  was  only  this, — that  the 
Gods  would  give  to  him  those  things  that  were  good.  And 
this  he  did,  forasmuch  as  they  alone  knew  what  was  good  for 
man.  But  he  who  should  ask  for  gold  or  silver,  or  increase 
of  dominion,  acted  not,  in  his  opinion,  more  wisely  than  one 
who  should  pray  for  the  opportunity  to  fight,  or  game,  or 
anything  of  the  like  nature  ; the  consequence  whereof  being 
altogether  doubtful,  might  turn,  for  aught  he  knew,  not  a 
little  to  his  disadvantage.’  * 

It  was  more  difficult  for  the  philosopher  either  innocently 
to  comply  with,  or  safely  to  oppose,  that  part  of  the  popular 
religion  which  related  to  oracles  and  omens.  Socrates 
appears  to  have  done  what  was  possible,  and  what  therefore 
was  best  ultimately,  towards  correcting  this  great  evil. 

‘ He  likewise  asserted,  that  the  science  of  divination  was 
necessary  for  all  such  as  would  govern  successfully,  either 
cities  or  private  families ; for,  although  he  thought  every  one 


6«/or. — Adv.  Math.  ii.  p.  69.  Plato’s  dialogues  of  The  Heeemd  Alcihiade*  and  the 
Exd^iffhro  are  evidence  enough  of  Socrates’  opposition  to  the  Mythology  of  his 
d«y. 

♦ Memarahilia^  i.  3. 


Digitized  by  Google 


THE  LIFE  OF  SOCRATES.  145 

might  choose  his  own  way  of  life,  and,  afterwards,  by  his 
industry,  excel  therein  (whether  architecture,  mechanics, 
agfriculture,  superintending  the  labourer,  managing  the 
finances,  or  ‘practising  the  art  of  war),  yet  even  here,  the 
Gods,  he  would  say,  thought  proper  to  reserve  to  themselves, 
in  all  these  things,  the  knowledge  of  that  part  of  them  which 
was  of  the  most  importance,  since  he  who  was  the  most  care- 
ful to  cultivate  his  field,  could  not  know,  of  a certainty,  who 
should  reap  the  fruit  of  it. 

‘ Socrates  therefore  esteemed  all  those  as  no  other  than 
madmen  who,  excluding  the  Deity,  referred  the  success  of 
their  designs  to  nothing  higher  than  human  prudence.  He 
likewise  thought  those  not  much  better  who  had  recourse  to 
divination  on  every  occasion,  as  if  a man  was  to  consult  the 
oracle  whether  he  should  give  the  reins  of  his  chariot  into  the 
hands  of  one  ignorant  or  weU  versed  in  the  art  of  driving,  or 
place  at  the  helm  of  his  ship  a skilful  or  unskilful  pilot. 

‘ He  also  thought  it  a kind  of  impiety  to  importune  the 
Gods  with  our  inqxiiries  concerning  things  of  which  we  may 
gain  the  knowledge  by  number,  weight,  or  measure  ; it  being, 
as  it  seemed  to  him,  incumbent  on  man  to  make  himself 
acquainted  with  whatever  the  Gods  had  placed  within  his 
power  : as  for  such  things  as  were  beyond  his  comprehension, 
for  these  he  ought  always  to  apply  to  the  oracle ; the  Gods 
being  ever  ready  to  communicate  knowledge  to  those  whose 
care  had  been  to  render  them  propitious.’  * 

The  trial  of  Socrates  belongs  rather  to  the  history  of 
Greece  than  to  the  history  of  Philosophy.  It  was  a political 
trial.  His  bearing  during  the  whole  period  was  worthy  of 
him : calm,  grave,  and  touching ; somewhat  haughty  per- 
haps, but  with  the  haughtiness  of  a brave  soul  fighting  for 
the  truth.  It  increased  the  admiration  of  his  admirers,  and 
exasperated  his  adversaries. 

Plato,  then  a young  man,  was  present  at  the  trial,  and  has 
preserved  an  admirable  picture  of  it  in  his  Apology.  The 


• Memorabilia,  i.  1. 
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closing  speech,  made  by  Socrates,  after  sentence  of  death  had 
been  pronomiced,  is  supposed  to  be  given  with  substantial 
accuracy  by  Plato.  We  extract  it : — 

‘ It  is  for  the  sake  of  but  a short  span,  O Athenians,  that 
you  have  incurred  the  imputation,  from  those  who  wish  to 
speak  evil  of  the  city,  of  having  put  to  death  Socrates,  a 
wise  man  (for  those  who  are  inclined  to  reproach  you  wUl  say 
that  I am  wise,  even  if  I am  not).  Had  you  waited  a short 
time  the  thing  would  have  happened  without  your  agency  ; 
for  you  see  my  years  ; I am  far  advanced  in  life,  and  near  to 
death.  I address  this  not  to  aU  of  you,  but  to  those  who 
have  voted  for  the  capital  sentence,  and  this  too  I say  to  the 
same  persons, — Perhaps  you  think  that  I have  been  con- 
demned for  want  of  skill  in  such  modes  of  working  upon 
your  minds,  as  I might  have  employed  with  success,  if  I had 
thought  it  right  to  employ  aU  means  in  order  to  escape  from 
condemnation.  Par  from  it : I have  been  condemned,  and 
not  from  want  of  things  to  say,  but  from  want  of  daring  and 
shamelessness ; because  I did  not  choose  to  say  to  you  the 
things  which  would  have  been  pleasantest  for  you  to  hear, 
weeping,  and  lamenting,  and  saying  and  doing  other  things 
which  I affirm  to  be  unworthy  of  me  ; as  you  ore  accustomed 
to  see  others  do.  But  neither  did  I then  think  fit  to  do  or 
say  anything  unworthy  of  a free  man  ; nor  do  I now  repent 
of  having  thus  defended  myself.  I would  far  rather  have 
made  the  one  defence  and  die,  than  have  made  the  other  and 
live.  Neither  in  a court  of  justice,  nor  in  war,  ought  we  to 
make  it  our  object  that,  whatever  happen,  we  may  escape 
death.  In  battle  it  is  often  evident  that  a man  may  save  his 
life  by  throwing  away  his  arms  and  imploring  mercy  of  his 
pmsuers ; and  in  all  other  dangers  there  are  many  contri- 
vances by  which  a person  may  get  off  with  life  if  he  dare  do 
or  say  everything.  The  difficulty,  O Athenians,  is  not  to 
escape  from  death,  but  from  guilt ; for  guilt  is  swifter  than 
death,  and  runs  faster.  And  now  I,  being  old  and  slow  of 
foot,  have  been  overtaken  by  Death,  the  slower  of  the  two  ; 
but  my  accusers,  who  are  brisk  and  vehement,  by  wickedness. 
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the  swifter.  We  quit  this  place : I have  been  sentenced  by 
you  to  death,  but  they  having  sentence  passed  upon  them,  by 
Truth,  of  guilt  and  injustice.  I submit  to  my  punishment, 
and  they  to  theirs. 

‘ But  I wish,  O men  who  have  condemned  me,  to  prophesy 
to  you  what  next  is  to  come.  I say,  then,  that,  immediately 
after  my  death,  there  will  come  upon  you  a far  severer  punish- 
ment than  that  which  you  have  inflicted  upon  me ; for  you 
have  done  this,  thinking  by  it  to  escape  from  being  called  to 
account  for  your  lives.  But  I affirm  that  the  very  reverse  will 
happen  to  you.  There  will  be  many  to  call  you  to  accoimt 
whom  I have  hitherto  restrained,  and  whom  you  saw  not ; 
and,  being  younger,  they  -will  give  you  more  annoyance,  and 
you  will  be  stUl  more  provoked  ; for,  if  you  think  by  putting 
men  to  death  to  deter  others  from  reproaching  you  with 
living  amiss,  you  think  ill.  That  mode  of  protecting  your- 
selves is  neither  very  possible  nor  very  noble : the  noblest  and 
the  easiest  too  is  not  to  cut  off  other  people,  but  so  to  order 
yourselves  as  to  attain  the  greatest  excellence. 

‘ Thus  much  I beg  of  you : When  my  sons  grow  up, 
punish  them,  0 Athenians,  b}-  tormenting  them  as  I tormented 
you,  if  they  shall  seem  to  study  riches,  or  any  other  ends,  in 
preference  to  virtue.  And,  if  they  are  thought  to  be  something, 
being  realty  nothing,  reproach  them,  as  I have  reproached 
you,  for  not  attending  to  what  they  ought,  and  fancying  them- 
selves something  when  they  are  good  for  nothing.  And,  if 
you  do  this,  both  I and  my  sons  shall  have  received  what  is 
just  at  your  hands. 

‘It  is  now  time  that  we  depart,  I to  die,  you  to  live;  hut 
which  hat  the  better  destiny  is  unknown  to  all  except  the  Oods.’ 

This  is  very  grand  and  impressive,  and  paints  the  charac- 
ter of  the  man.  Magno  animo  et  vultu  careerem  intravit,  says 
Seneca.  He  consoled  his  weeping  fnends,  and  gently  up- 
braided them  for  their  complaints  at  the  injustice  of  the  sen- 
tence. No  man  ever  faced  death  with  greater  calmness  ; for 
no  man  ever  welcomed  it  with  greater  faith  as  a new  birth 
to  a higher  state  of  being. 

L 2 
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He  would  have  l>een  executed  the  next  day,  but  it  hap- 
pened that  the  next  day  was  the  first  of  the  festival  of  the 
Delian  Theoria,  during  which  no  criminal  could  be  put  to 
death.  This  festival  lasted  thirty  days.  Socrates,  though  in 
chains,  and  awaiting  his  end,  spent  the  interval  in  cheerful 
conversation  with  his  friends,  and  in  composing  verses. 

‘ During  this  time,’  says  Xenophon,  ‘ he  lived  before  the 
eyes  of  all  his  friends  in  the  same  manner  as  in  former  days ; 
but  now  his  past  life  was  most  admired  on  account  of  his 
jux'sent  calmness  and  cheerfulness  of  mind.’  On  the  last  day 
he  held  a conversation  with  his  friends  on  the  immortality  of 
the  soul.  This  forms  the  subject  of  Plato’s  Phado.  The 
arguments  in  that  dialogue  are  most  probably  Plato’s  own ; 
and  it  is  supposed  that  the  dying  six^ech  of  Cjtus,  in  Xeno- 
j)hon’8  Cyropadia,  is  a closer  copy  of  the  opmions  of 
Socrates. 

I’haxlo,  describing  the  impression  produced  on  him  by  the 
sight  of  Socrates  on  this  final  daj',  says : — ‘ I did  not  feel  the 
pity  which  it  was  natural  I should  feel  at  the  death  of  a 
friend  : on  the  contrary,  he  seemed  to  me  perfectly  happy  as  I 
gazed  on  him  and  listened  to  him ; so  calm  and  dignified  was 
his  Ixmring.  And  I thought  that  he  only  left  this  world 
under  the  protection  of  the  Gods,  who  destined  him  to  a 
more  than  itiortiil  felicity  in  the  next.’  He  tlien  details  the 
conversation  on  the  immortality  of  the  soul ; after  which,  he 
narrates  the  close  of  that  glorious  life  in  language  worthy  of 
it.  Even  in  the  English  version  of  Taylor  the  beauty  of  the 
narrative  stands  manifest!}'  out. 

‘ When  he  ha<l  thus  sjwke,  he  rose,  and  went  into  a room, 
that  he  might  wash  himself,  and  Crito  followed  him : but  he 
ordered  us  to  wait  for  him.  We  waited,  therefore,  ac- 
cordingly, discfiursing  over,  and  reviewing  among  ourselves, 
what  had  been  said,  and  sometimes  speaking  about  his  death, 
how  great  a calamity  it  would  be  to  us  ; and  sincerely  think- 
ing that  we,  like  those  who  are  deprived  of  their  father, 
should  pass  the  rest  of  our  life  in  the  condition  of  orphans. 
But,  when  he  had  washed  himself,  his  sons  were  brought  to 
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him  (for  he  had  two  little  ones,  and  one  considerably  advanced 
in  age),  and  the  women  belonging  to  his  family  likewise 
came  in  to  him : but,  when  he  had  spoken  to  them  before 
Crito,  and  had  left  them  such  injunctions  as  he  thought 
proper,  he  ordered  the  boys  and  women  to  depart ; and  he 
himself  returned  to  us.  And  it  was  now  near  the  setting  of 
the  sun : for  he  had  been  absent  for  a long  time  in  the 
bathing-room.  But,  when  he  came  in  from  washing,  he  sat 
down,  and  did  not  speak  much  afterwards ; for,  then,  the 
servant  of  the  eleven  magistrates  came  in,  and,  standing  near 
him,  I do  not  perceive  that  in  you,  Socnites  (says  he),  which 
I have  taken  notice  of  in  others  ; 1 mean  that  they  are 
angry  with  me,  and  curse  me,  when,  beuig  comiwlled  by  the 
magistrates,  I announce  to  them  that  they  must  drink  the 
poison.  But,  on  the  contrary,  I have  found  you  at  the 
present  time  to  be  the  most  generous,  mild,  and  best  of  all 
the  men  who  ever  came  into  this  phice  : and,  therefore,  I 
am  now  well  convinced  that  you  are  not  angry  with  me,  but 
with  the  authors  of  yovir  present  condition.  You  know 
those  whom  I allude  to.  Now,  therefore  (for  you  know  what 
I came  to  tell  you),  farewell ! and  endeavour  to  bear  this 
necessity  as  easily  as  possible.  And  at  the  same  time,  burst- 
ing into  tears,  and  turning  himself  away,  he  departed. 

‘ Then  Crito  gave  the  sign  to  the  boy  that  stood  near  him. 
And  the  boy  departing,  and,  having  staid  for  some  time, 
came,  bringing  with  him  the  person  that  was  to  administer 
the  poison,  and  who  brought  it  properly  prepared  in  a cup. 
But,  Socrates,  beholding  the  man, — It’s  well,  my  friend  (says 
he)  ; but  what  is  proper  to  do  with  it?  for  you  are  knowing 
in  these  affairs.  You  have  nothing  else  to  do  (says  he)  but 
when  you  have  drunk  it  to  walk  about,  till  a heaviness  takes 
place  in  your  legs,  and  afterwards  lie  down : this  is  the 
manner  in  which  you  should  act.  And,  at  the  same  time,  he 
extended  the  cup  to  Socrates.  But  Socrates  received  it  from 
him,  and,  indeed,  with  great  cheerfulness  ; neither  trembling 
nor  suffering  any  alteration  for  the  worse  in  his  colour  or 
countenance,  but,  as  he  was  acc\istomed  to  do,  beholding  the 
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man  with  a bull-like  aspect.  What  say  you  (says  he)  re- 
specting this  potion  ? Is  it  lawful  to  make  a libation  of  it, 
or  not?  We  only  bruise  (says  he),  Socrates,  as  much  as  we 
think  sufficient  for  the  purfjose.  I understand  you  (says  he)  ; 
but  it  is  certainly  both  lawful  and  proper  to  pray  to  the 
Gods,  that  my  departure  from  hence  thither  may  be  attended 
with  prosperous  fortune ; which  I entreat  them  to  grant  may 
be  the  case.  And,  at  the  same  time  endmg  his  discourse,  he 
drank  the  poison  with  exceeduig  facility  and  alacrity.  And 
thus  far,  indeed,  the  greater  part  of  us  were  tolerably  well 
able  to  refrain  from  weeping ; but,  when  we  saw  him  drinking, 
and  that  he  had  dnmk  it,  we  could  no  longer  restrain  our 
tears.  But  from  me,  indeed,  notwithstanding  the  violence 
which  I employed  in  checking  them,  they  flowed  abundantly ; 
80  that,  covering  myself  with  my  mantle,  I deplored  my 
misfortune.  I did  not,  indeed,  weep  for  him,  but  for  my 
own  fortune,  considering  what  an  associate  I should  be 
deprived  of.  But,  Crito,  who  was  not  able  to  restrain  his 
tears,  was  compelled  to  rise  before  me.  And  ApoUodorus, 
who,  during  the  whole  time  prior  to  this,  had  not  ceased 
from  weeping,  then  wept  aloud  and  with  great  bitterness ; so 
that  he  infected  all  who  were  present  except  Socrates.  But 
Socrates,  upon  seeing  this,  exclaimed  : What  are  you  doing, 
excellent  men?  For,  indeed,  I principally  sent  away  the 
women,  lest  they  should  produce  a disturbance  of  this  kind. 
For  I have  heard  it  is  proper  to  die  attended  with  propi- 
tious omens.  Be  quiet,  therefore,  and  summon  fortitude  to 
your  assistance.  But  when  we  heard  this  we  blushed,  and 
restrained  our  tears.  But  he,  when  he  found,  during  his 
walking,  that  his  legs  felt  heavy,  and  had  told  us  so,  laid 
himself  down  in  a supine  position.  For  the  man  had  ordered 
him  to  do  so.  And,  at  the  same  time,  he  who  gave  him  the 
poison,  touching  him  at  intervals,  considered  his  feet  and 
legs.  And,  after  he  had  vehemently  pressed  his  foot,  he 
asked  him  if  he  felt  it.  But  Socrates  answered  he  did  not. 
And,  after  this,  he  again  pressed  his  thighs:  and,  thus 
ascending  with  his  hand,  he  showed  us  that  he  was  cold  and 
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stiff.  And  Socrates  also  touched  himself,  and  said  that 
when  the  poison  reached  his  heart  he  should  then  leave  us. 
But  now  his  lower  belly  was  almost  cold : when,  uncovering 
himself  (for  he  was  covered),  he  said  (which  were  his  last 
words),  Crito,  we  owe  a cock  to  .®sculapius.  Discharge  this 
debt,  therefore,  for  me,  and  don’t  neglect  it.  It  shall  be  done 
(says  Crito) ; but  consider  whether  you  have  any  other  com- 
mands. To  this  inquiry  of  Crito  he  made  no  reply ; but 
shortly  after  moved  himself,  and  the  man  covered  him.  And 
Socrates  fixed  his  eyes.  Which,  when  Crito  perceived,  he 
closed  his  mouth  and  eyes.  This  was  the  end  of  our  asso- 
ciate ; a man,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the  best  of  those  whom 
we  were  acquainted  with  at  that  time ; and,  besides  this,  the 
most  prudent  and  just.’ 

Tlius  perished  this  great  and  good  man.  Ilis  character 
we  have  endeavoured  to  represent  fairly,  though  briefly.  Let 
us  now  add  the  summing-up  of  Xenophon,  who  loved  him 
tenderly,  and  expressed  his  love  gracefully : — 

‘ As  to  myself,  knowing  him  of  a truth  to  be  such  a man 
as  I have  described ; so  pious  towards  the  Gods,  as  never  to 
undertake  anj’thing  without  first  consulting  them ; so  just 
towards  men,  as  never  to  do  an  injury,  even  the  very  slightest, 
to  any  one,  whilst  many  and  great  were  the  benefits  he 
conferred  on  all  with  whom  he  had  any  dealings ; so  tem- 
perate and  chaste,  as  not  to  indulge  any  appetite  or  incli- 
nation at  the  expense  of  whatever  was  modest  and  becoming ; 
so  prudent  as  never  to  err  in  judging  of  good  and  evil,  nor 
wanting  the  assistance  of  others  to  discriminate  rightly 
concerning  them  ; so  able  to  discourse  upon,  and  define  with 
the  greatest  accuracy,  not  only  those  points  of  which  we 
have  been  speaking,  but  likewise  every  other,  and,  looking 
as  it  were  into  the  minds  of  men,  discover  the  very  monaent 
for  reprehending  vice,  or  stimulating  to  the  love  of  virtue  : 
experiencing,  as  I have  done,  all  these  excellences  in 
Socrates,  I can  never  cease  considering  him  as  the  most 
virtuous  and  the  most  happy  of  all  mankind.  But,  if  there 
is  any  one  who  is  disposed  to  think  otherwise,  let  him  go 
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and  compare  Socrates  with  any  other,  and  afterwards  let 
him  determine.’* 

After-ages  have  cherished  the  memory  of  his  virtues  and 
his  fate ; but  without  profiting  much  by  his  example,  and 
without  learning  toleration  from  his  story. 

5 II.  Philosophy  of  Socrates. 

Opinions  vary  so  considerablj'  respecting  the  philosophy  of 
Socrates,  and  materials  whereby  they  can  be  tested  are  so 
scanty,  that  any  attempt  at  exposition  must  be  made  with 
diffidence.  The  historian  has  to  rely  solely  on  his  critical 
skill ; and  on  such  grounds  he  will  not,  if  prudent,  be  very 
confident. 

Amongst  the  scattered  materials  from  which  an  opinion 
may  be  formed  are,  1st : The  very  general  tradition  of 
Socrates  having  produced  a revolution  in  thought ; in  conse- 
quence of  which  he  is  by  all  regarded  as  the  initiator  of  a 
new  epoch  ; and  by  some  as  the  foimder  of  Greek  Philosophy, 
properly  so  called.  2ndly.  The  express  testimony  of  Aristotle, 
that  he  first  made  use  of  defnitkms  and  proceeded  by  mduc- 
tion.f  These  two  positions  involve  each  other.  If  Socrates 
produced  a revolution  in  philosophy,  he  could  only  have  done 
so  by  a new  Method  or  new  development  of  Method.  That 
development  we  see  exliibited  in  the  phrase  of  Aristotle,  but 
it  is  there  only  exliibited  in  a brief  concentrated  manner, 
and  requires  to  be  elucidated. 

Mr.  Grote  remarks  that  it  requires  at  the  present  day 
some  mental  effort  to  see  anything  important  in  the  invention 
of  notions  so  familiar  as  those  of  Genus — Definition — Indivi- 
dual things  as  comprehended  in  a genus — what  each  thing  is, 
and  to  what  genua  it  belongs,  etc.  Nevertheless,  four  centu- 
ries before  Christ  these  terms  denoted  mental  processes  which 
few,  if  any  but  Socrates,  had  a distinct  recognition  of,  in  the 

• Me?norabiiia,  ir.  7. 

t ‘Th»>p©  aro  two  thinp*  of  which  Socrates  must  justly  be  repinled  as  tho 
author,  tho  Inducfivr  Reasoning  and  Abstract  Rejinitions,' — Toi»f  t’  iwatcriKobs 
\6yovs  Koi  rh  6pi(ta9<u  ko$6\ov.  (Arist.  Metnph.  xiii.  4.) 
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form  of  analytical  consciousness.  ‘The  ideas  of  men — 
speakers  as  well  as  hearers,  the  productive  minds  as  well  as 
the  recipient  multitude — were  associated  together  in  groups, 
favourable  rather  to  emotional  results,  or  to  poetical,  rhetori- 
cal narrative,  and  descriptive  efi'ect,  tlnin  to  methodical 
generalization,  to  scientific  conception,  or  to  proof  "either 
inductive  or  deductive.  That  reflex  act  of  attention  which 
enables  men  to  understand,  compare,  and  rectif}"  their  own 
mental  process  was  only  just  beginning.  It  was  a recent 
novelty  on  the  part  of  the  rhetorical  teachers  to  analyse  the 
component  parts  of  a public  harangue,  and  to  propound 
some  precepts  for  making  men  tolerable  speakers.  It  may 
be  doubted  whether  any  one  before  Socrates  ever  used  the 
words  Genus  and  Species  (originally  meaning  Family  and 
Form),  in  the  philosophical  sense  now  exclusively  appro- 
priated to  them.  Not  one  of  those  many  names  (called  by 
logicians  names  of  the  second  intention)  which  imply  distinct 
attention  to  various  parts  of  the  logical  process,  and  enable 
us  to  criticize  it  in  detail,  then  existed.  All  of  them  grow 
out  of  the  schools  of  Plato,  Aristotle,  and  the  subsequent 
philosophers,  so  that  we  can  thus  tnice  them  in  their 
begiiming  to  the  common  root  and  father,  Socrates.’  * The 
novelty  was  very  distasteful  to  all  who  were  not  seduced  by 
it.  Men  resent  being  forced  to  rigour  of  speech  and  thought ; 
they  call  you  ‘ pedantic  ’ if  you  insist  on  their  using  terms 
with  definite  meanings : they  prefer  the  loose  flowing  lan- 
guage of  indefinite  association  which  picks  up  in  its  course 
a variety  of  heterogeneous  meiiniugs  ; and  are  irritated  at 
any  speaker  who  points  out  to  them  the  inaccuracy  of  their 
phrases.  Aristotle  says  it  was  thought  bad  taste  in  his  day — 
17  arpiffoKoyia  fmcponpinh : and  Timon  the  Sillograph  sarcas- 
tically calls  Socrates  one  of  the  axpifioXoc/oi,  as  if  precision  of 
language  were  a vice. 

We  have  here  the  ground  of  opposition  between  Socrates 
and  the  Sophists  distinctly  marked  out.  It  was  the  opposition 


• Ghotk,  Tiii.  d78. 
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of  Dialectics  to  Rhetoric.  The  business  of  the  rhetorician 
is  to  persuade,  and  for  persuasion  he  must  enlist  the  sym- 
pathies of  his  audience  by  adopting  their  general  convictions, 
and  merely  impressing  on  those  convictions  a particular 
direction.  The  grounds  of  those  convictions,  or  their  validity, 
are  never  questioned.  It  is  otherwise  with  the  dialectician : 
his  business  is  discussion.  He  ploughs  up  the  old  landmarks. 
He  questions  the  old  axioms.  He  has  to  foresee  and  meet 
every  objection  which  intellectual  scrutiny  can  discern. 
The  Sophists,  sceptical  of  man’s  power  of  reaching  absolute 
truth,  were  content,  as  practical  men,  to  deal  with  opinions 
already  existing.  Socrates,  sceptical  of  man’s  having  yet 
reached  the  truth,  was  intent  on  enforcing  this  conviction  of 
the  illusory  nature  of  established  opinions.  He  felt  that 
there  was  a discoverable  truth,  and  knew  that  men  had  not 
yet  discovered  it.  How  was  the  discovery  to  be  made  ? 

First,  by  clearing  the ' mind  of  all  its  incoherent  and 
unscientific  notions ; secondly,  by  replacing  these  with  scien- 
tific notions.  Men  used  language  which  was  full  of  emotional 
meaning  to  them,  but  on  which  there  was  little  intellectual 
agreement.  All  men,  for  example,  agreed  that  wickedness 
deserves  pimishment ; but  what  was  wickedness  they  were 
unable  to  define.  Socrates  required  them  to  ascertain  what 
it  was  they  were  speaking  of ; to  define  wickedness,  which, 
being  a general  term,  had,  as  he  thought,  some  common 
objective  characteristic  corresponding  in  aU  cases  to  the 
common  subjective  feeling. 

‘ The  notions  of  Genus,  subordinate  genera,  and  indivi- 
duals as  comprehended  under  them,  were  at  that  time 
newly  brought  into  clear  consciousness  in  the  human  mind. 
The  profusion  of  logical  distribution  employed  in  some  of 
the  dialogues  of  Plato  seems  partly  traceable  to  his  wish  to 
familiarize  his  hearers  with  that  which  was  then  a novelty,  as 
well  as  to  enlarge  its  development  and  diversify  its  mode  of 
application.’  ‘We  mxist  alwa3’s  consider  the  Method  of 
Socrates  in  conjunction  with  the  subjects  to  which  he  applied 
it.  . . On  such  questions  as  these — What  is  justice  ? — What 
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is  piety  ? — What  is  democracy  ? — What  is  law  ? — every  man 
fancied  that  he  could  give  a confident  opinion,  and  even 
wondered  that  any  other  person  should  feel  a difficulty. 
When  Socrates,  professing  ignorance,  put  any  such  question, 
he  found  no  difficulty  in  obtaining  an  answer,  given  off-hand 
and  with  very  little  reflection.  The  answer  purported  to  be 
the  explanation  or  definition  of  a term,  familiar  indeed,  but 
of  wide  and  comprehensive  import, — g^ven  by  one  who  had 
never  before  tried  to  render  to  himself  on  account  of  what 
it  meant.  Having  got  this  answer,  Socrates  put  fresh  ques- 
tions, applying  it  to  specific  cases,  to  which  the  respondent 
was  compelled  to  give  answers  inconsistent  with  the  first ; 
showing  that  the  definition  was  either  too  narrow  or  too  wide, 
or  defective  in  some  essential  condition.  The  respondent  then 
amended  his  answer ; but  this  was  a prelude  to  other  ques- 
tions, which  could  only  be  answered  in  ways  inconsistent 
with  the  amendment ; and  the  respondent,  after  many 
attempts  to  disentangle  himself,  w»s  obliged  to  plead  gqilty 
to  the  inconsistencies,  with  an  admission  that  he  could  make 
no  satisfactory  answer  to  the  original  query,  which  at  first 
had  appeared  so  easy  and  familiar.  . . The  discussion  first 
raised  by  Socrates  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  some  largo 
generic  term.  The  queries  whereby  he  follows  it  up  bring  the 
answer  given  into  collision  with  various  particulars  which  it 
ought  not  to  comprehend,  or  with  others  which  it  ought  to 
comprehend  but  docs  not.  The  inconsistencies  into  which 
the  hearer  is  betrayed  in  his  various  answers  proclaim  to  him 
the  fact  that  he  has  not  yet  acquired  anything  like  a clear 
and  full  conception  of  the  common  attribute  which  binds 
together  the  various  particulars  embraced  under  some  term 
which  is  ever  upon  his  lips.  He  is  thus  put  upon  the  train 
of  thought  which  leads  to  a correction  of  the  generalization, 
and  lights  him  on  to  that  which  Plato  calls  seeing  the  One 
in  the  Many,  and  the  Many  in  the  One.’  * 

It  Is  scarcely  necessary  for  us  to  pause  here  to  consider 


• GkotBv  viii.  683-8. 
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tlie  misleading  tendencies  of  such  a search  for  an  objective 
existence  corresponding  with  a subjective  creation,  or  gene- 
ral term  which  indicated  the  simple  fact  that  many  objects 
were  capable  of  exciting  the  feeling  of  admiration  or  of  re- 
pugnance, owing,  not  to  any  common  property  in  the  objects, 
but  to  a common  property  in  the  subject : not  because  the 
maiden,  the  lyre,  the  pot,  the  horse,  and  the  generous  deed 
had  any  one  thing  in  common,  which  was  Beauty ; but 
becaxise  men  had  a susceptibility  of  pleasurable  emotion 
which  these  various  objects  could  excite,  and  were  con- 
sequently grouped  together  under  the  general  term  beautiful. 

Yet,  although  this  search  after  an  objective  reality  for 
a subjective  fiction  was  misleading,  and  metaph^'sical  in  the 
bad  sense  of  the  word,  it  was,  as  Aristotle  remarked,  a 
novelty,  and  a vahmble  novelty,  introduced  by  Socrates  in 
his  search  after  Definitions.  When  he  insisted  that  all 
persons  are  just  through  Justice,  wise  through  Wisdom, 
good  through  Goodness,  ))eautiful  through  Beauty,  and  held 
that  Justice,  Wisdom,  Goodness,  and  Beauty  were  things 
objectively  existing,  he  was  only  logically  carrying  out  the 
fundamental  assumption  of  the  Subjective  Method ; and 
perhaps  he  aided  in  the  final  rejection  of  that  Method  by  the 
conclusions  to  which  he  forced  it.  But  although  in  one 
sen.se  his  procedure  was  misleading,  in  another  it  was  in- 
valuable. It  impressed  upon  his  contemporaries  and  succes- 
sors the  vanity  of  their  supposed  knowledge,  and  the  necessity 
of  examining  more  rigorously  into  the  things  they  were  wont 
to  take  for  granted. 

This  new  development  of  the  old  Method  (improperly 
called  a change  in  Method  by  Mr.  Grote)  was  one  which, 
considered  scientifically,  we  may  reject ; but,  considered 
historically,  it  appears  important.  On  a first  glance  the  pre- 
Socratic  thinkers  seem  nearer  positive  science  than  the  post- 
Socratic  thinkers.  Plato  and  Aristotle  appear  as  splendid  will- 
o’-the-wisps  leading  men  away  from  the  firm  path  of  objective 
research.  But  a closer  examination  disjiels  this  suggestion. 
They  are  really  in  advance  of  their  predecessors,  because 
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they  are  profoundly  convinced  of  the  necessity  for  criticism. 
The  early  thinkers  -were  unaware  of  the  many  plausible 
solutions  which  would  inevitably  arise,  LnsuflBciently  aware 
of  the  sources  of  error  ; * and  when  Socrates  introduced  his 
method  of  negation  and  cross-questioning,  he  unsealed  their 
eyes,  and  made  them  aware  of  the  prematurity  of  their 
conclusions. 

It  is  only  by  watching  the  operation  of  imcultivated 
minds  that  we  can  bring  clearly  before  ourselves  the  mental 
condition  of  the  early  thinkers,  who  were  contented  with 
simple  affirmations,  and  seldom  thought  of  submitting 
hypothesis  to  verification.  A plausible  guess  was  accepted 
as  needing  no  confirmation.  The  idea  of  cross-questiotiing 
the  guesser,  of  making  him  confront  his  assertion  with  fact, 
rarely  occurred  to  them.  Hence  the  rudeness  of  the  shock 
when  they  came  in  contact  witli  Socrates.  They  touched  a 
torpedo. 

When  it  is  said  that  Socrates  produced  a complete  revo- 
lution in  Method  by  placing  the  negative  point  of  view 
foremost,  and  giving  to  the  cross-examining  Elenchus  an 
emphasis  it  never  had  before,  this  must  not  be  understood  as 
implying  a real  revolution  in  the  mental  attitude.  The  old 
subjective  attitude  remained.  The  novelty  was  in  the  im- 
portance assigned  to  verification  as  a philosophical  necessity ; 
but  the  kind  of  verification  was,  as  of  old,  purely  subjective. 
Nor,  although  there  was  a certain  change  in  the  direction  of 
inquiry,  was  there  any  change  in  the  spirit. 

It  was  he  who  first  considered  Ethics  as  a {mssible  science, 
and,  with  the  exclusiveness  natural  to  ardent  reformers,  soon 
began  to  consider  it  the  only  science.  While  all  previous 
philosophers  had  been  occupied  with  the  Cosmos  as  a whole, 
blending  together  astronomy,  cosmogony,  geometry,  meta- 
physics, and  physics,  he  isolated  ethics  from  this  confused 
mass,  insisted  on  its  importance  as  the  object  of  study,  much 
in  the  same  way  as  Hippocrates  isolated  medicine  from  the 


• ■ The  early  thinkers,'  says  Abistotli,  • knew  nothing  of  Dialectics.’ 
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undifferentiated  philosophical  speculation.  The  uncertainty 
which  reigned,  the  hopelessness  of  the  efforts,  instilled  in  his 
mind  the  belief  that  the  Gods  did  not  mean  man  to  penetrate 
their  secrets.  Nothing,  therefore,  remained  but  to  seek  for 
certainty  where  alone  it  could  be  found,  in  the  human  con- 
science. He  bade  men  study  human  facts  and  leave  the 
divine  to  the  Gods. 

His  influence,  to  a great  extent,  for  a time  arrested  cosmi- 
cal  speculation  by  the  force  of  his  dialectics,  which  exposed 
the  ignorance  of  men  on  topics  seemingly  most  familiar  to 
them.  ‘ When  we  look  at  the  number  of  these  early  theories 
and  the  great  need  which  all  of  them  had  to  be  sifted  and 
scrutinized,  we  shall  recognise  the  value  of  the  negative  pro- 
cedure under  such  circumstances,  whether  the  negationist 
had  or  had  not  any  better  aflirmative  theory  of  his  own. 
Socrates,  moreover,  not  only  turned  the  subject-jnatter  of 
discussion  from  physics  to  ethics,  but  also  brought  into  con- 
scious review  the  method  of  philosophizing ; which  was 
afterwards  still  further  considered  and  illustrated  by  Plato. 
General  and  abstract  terms  and  their  meaning  stood  out  as 
the  capital  problems  of  philosophical  research,  and  as  the 
governing  agents  of  the  mind  during  the  process ; in  Plato 
and  Aristotle,  and  the  dialectics  of  their  age,  we  find 
the  meaning  or  concept  corresponding  to  these  terms 
invested  with  an  objective  character,  and  represented  as  a 
cause  or  beginning,  by  which  or  out  of  which  real  concrete 
things  were  produced.  Logical,  metaphysical,  ethical 
entities,  whose  existence  consists  in  being  named  and 
reasoned  about,  are  presented  to  us  (by  Plato)  as  the  real 
antecedents  and  producers  of  the  sensible  Kosmos  and  its 
contents,  or  (by  Aristotle)  as  external  with  the  Kosmos,  but 
as  its  underlying  constituents,  the  dpj(ai,  primordia  or  ultima, 
into  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  philosopher  to  reduce 
sensible  thingfs.’  * 

Conceit  of  knowledge,  without  the  reality,  was  by  Socrates 


* Grotk,  Plato,  i,  95. 
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perpetually  stigmatized  as  the  most  disgraceful  of  mental 
defects,*  and  the  whole  effort  of  his  terrible  questioning — • 
the  ‘ cross-examining  Elenchus’ — was  to  make  men  aware  of 
this  conceit,  to  prove  to  them  that  their  knowledge  was  a 
sham,  as  Carlyle  would  call  it.  Instead  of  the  loose,  hetero- 
geneous conceptions  with  which  men  deceived  themselves 
and  others  into  the  belief  of  knowledge,  he  insisted  on  the 
substitution  of  rigorous  and  distinct  conceptions. 

‘ Every  man,’  says  Mr.  Grote,  ‘ found  persuasions  in  his 
own  mind  without  knowing  how  they  came  there  ; and  wit- 
nessed them  in  others  as  portions  of  a general  fund  of  un- 
examined  commonplace  and  credence.  Because  the  words 
were  at  once  of  large  meaning,  embodied  in  old  familiar 
mental  processes,  and  surrounded  by  a strong  body  of  senti- 
ment, the  general  assertions  in  which  they  were  embodied 
appeared  self-evident  and  imposing  to  every  one : so  that,  in 
spite  of  continual  dispute  in  particular  cases,  no  one  thought 
himself  obliged  to  analyse  the  general  propositions  them- 
selves, or  to  reflect  whether  he  had  verified  their  import  and 
could  apply  them  rationally  and  consistently.’ 

The  phenomenon  here  adverted  to  is  too  obvious,  even  at 
the  present  day,  to  need  further  elucidation.  In  morals, 
politics,  political  economy,  on  all  social  subjects,  the  same 
confident  persuasion  of  knowledge  exists — the  same  pro- 
pagation by  authority  and  example  of  convictions  imverified 
and  resting  only  on  sentiment — the  same  illusion  that  because 
every  man  is  familiar  with  the  language,  therefore  he  is 
master  of  the  facta,  and  is  competent  to  apply  comprehensive 
words  and  assume  the  truth  of  propositions  without  any 
special  analysis  or  study.  ‘ A man  who  has  never  bestowed 
special  study  on  astronomy  knows  that  he  is  ignorant  of  it : 
to  fancy  that  he  knows  it  without  such  preparation  would  be 
held  an  absurdity.  While  the  scientific  point  of  view  has 
thus  acquired  complete  predominance  in  reference  to  the 
physical  world,  it  has  made  little  way  comparatively  on  topics 

* Plato,  Apologia,  p.  29  (p.  114,  ed.  Bekker):  koX  tovto  vAs  o6k  iifwOla  ^<rr)r 
oSn;  ii  iwoMlHicros,  ^ toD  oUaOax  ciScrcu  & otnc  o75f»> ; 
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re^rding  man  and  society,  wherein  “ fancy  of  knowledge 
without  the  reality  ” continues  to  reign,  not  without  criticism 
and  opposition,  yet  still  as  a paramount  force.  And  if  a new 
Socrates  were  now  to  put  the  same  questions  in  the  market- 
place to  men  of  all  ranks  and  professions,  he  would  find  the 
like  confident  persuasion  and  unsuspecting  dogmatism  as  to 
generalities,  the  like  faltering  blhidness  and  contradiction 
when  tested  by  cross-examining  details.’ 

Socrates,  having  put  an  end  to  this  confident  delusion,  had 
to  replace  it  by  real  knowledge. 

How  could  this  be  done  but  by  Definitions  ? To  know  the 
essence  of  a thing  you  must  consider  it  as  distinct  from 
everything  else,  you  must  define  it ; by  defining  it  j'ou  de- 
marcate it  from  what  it  is  not,  and  so  present  the  thing 
before  you  in  its  essence. 

It  was  a fundamental  conviction  with  him  that  it  is  impos- 
sible to  start  from  one  true  thought,  and  be  entangled  in  any 
contr.uliction  with  another  true  thought ; knowledge  derived 
from  any  one  point,  and  obtained  by  correct  combination, 
cannot  contradict  that  which  has  been  obtained  from  any 
other  point.  He  believed  that  Reason  was  pregnant  with 
Truths,  and  only  needed  an  accoucheur.  An  accoucheur  he 
announced  himself ; his  main  instruments  were  Definitions. 
By  Definition  he  enabled  the  thinker  to  separate  the  par- 
ticular thought  he  wished  to  express  from  the  myriad  of 
other  thoughts  which  clouded  it.  By  Definition  he  enabled 
a man  to  contemplate  the  essence  of  a thing,  because  he 
admitted  nothing  which  was  not  essential  into  the  definition. 

The  radical  mistake  here  is  the  confusion  between  Defini- 
tions of  Names  and  Definitions  of  Things.  In  the  Defini- 
tion of  a Nanie  nothing  more  is  implied  than  the  meaning 
intended  to  be  affixed  ; in  the  definition  of  a Thing  there  is, 
over  and  above  this  intended  meaning,  the  assertion  of  a 
corresponding  fact  which  the  definition  describes. 

We  have  more  than  once  commented  on  the  natural  ten- 
dency of  the  early  thinkers  to  mistake  distinctions  in  words 
for  distinctions  in  things.  We  have  now  to  signalize,  in  the 
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history  of  speculation,  the  reduction  of  this  tendency  to  a 
sj’steinatic  formula.  Names  henceforth  have  the  force  of 
thinj's.*  A correct  Definitiou  is  held  to  be  a true  description 
of  the  thing  per  ge.  The  explanation  of' terms  as  equivalent 
to  the  explanation  of  things,  and  the  exhibition  of  the  nature 
of  any  thing  in  a definition  as  equivalent  to  actual  analysis 
of  it,  are  the  central  errors  of  metaphysical  philosophy. 

When  stated  in  a naked  manner,  the  absurdity  is  ap- 
parent ; but  it  may  be  so  disguised  as  to  look  philo- 
sophic. Hence  the  fre<iucnt  use  of  such  phrases  as  that 
certain  properties  are  ‘ involved  in  the  idea  ’ of  certain 
tilings  ; as  if  being  involved  in  the  idea,  i.e.  being  included 
in  tlie  definition,  necessarily  implied  a correspondent  objec- 
tive existence ; as  if  human  concejitions  were  the  faithful 
copies  of  external  things.  The  conceptions  of  men  -widely 
differ ; consequently  different  properties  are  ‘ involved  ’ in 
these  different  conceptions ; but  all  cannot  be  true,  and  the 
question  arises.  Which  conception  is  true  ? To  answer  this 
question  by  anything  like  a definition,  is  to  argue  in  a circle. 
A principle  of  certitude  must  be  sought.  That  principle, 
however,  is  still  to  seek. 

With  respect  to  the  second  character  of  the  Socratic 
Methotl,  the  emi>loymeut  of  Induction,  I cannot  agree  with 
those  who  consider  it  an  anticipation  of  Bacon.  It  is  per- 
fectly true  that  there  is  a certain  resemblance  between  his 
pi-actice  of  analyzing  the  confused  generalizations  of  jiopular 
judgments,  and  of  vividly  recalling  the  particulars  on  which 
these  generalizations  were  founded,  and  the  Baconian  practice 
of  criticising  the  errors  of  intellcctus  sihi  permissns  •,  it  is  true 
also  that  he  did  constantly  proceed  by  induction.  But  it  is 
not  less  true  that  the  induction  he  employed  was  that  enume- 
ration of  particulars  (reasoning  by  analogy')  which  it  is  Bacon’s 
merit  to  have  exposed ; and  thus  he  not  only  differed  from 
Bacon  in  the  object  of  his  search,  but  in  the  method  of 
search.  Nevertheless  the  testimony  of  Aristotle  that 
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Socrates  was  the  first  to  reason  inductively — that  is  to  saj’,  to 
employ  induction  as  a conscious  method — points  to  an  im- 
portjuit  characteristic ; and  when  we  compare  the  Socratic 
procedure  with  that  of  all  previous  philosophies,  we  see  how 
striking  a novelty  it  must  have  been. 

Socrates  has  been  almost  taunted  with  never  having  pro- 
mulgated any  system  of  his  own.  His  rank  in  the  history  of 
phdosoidiy  has  been  questioned,  and  has  been  supposed  to  be 
oidy  that  of  a moralist.  A passage  of  Aristotle  has  been 
quott;d  as  decisive  on  this  point : ‘ The  speculations  of 

Socrates  were  only  concerning  Ethics,  and  not  at  all  concern- 
ing Nature  in  general  ’ oXijr  <fiv<7ea)s).  But  this  is  not  all 
the  passage : it  continues  thus : ‘ In  these  speculations  he 
sought  the  Abstract  (to  xaffoXov),  and  was  the  first  who 
thought  of  giving  definitions.’  Now  in  this  latter  portion 
we  believe  there  is  contained  a hint  of  something  more  than 
the  mere  moralist — a hint  of  the  metaphysician.  On  turn- 
ing to  another  part  of  Aristotle’s  treatise  * we  accordingly 
find  this  hint  more  clearly  brought  out ; we  find  an  express 
indication  of  the  metaphysician.  The  passage  is  as  follows  : 

‘ Socrates  concerned  himself  with  ethical  virtues,  and  he 
first  sought  the  abstract  definitions  of  these.  Before  him 
Democritus  had  only  concerned  himself  with  a part  of 
Physics,  and  defined  but  the  Hot  and  the  Cold.  But 
Socrates,  reasonably  (evXoyuy),  sought  the  Essence  of  Tilings, 
i.e.  sought  what  exists.’ 

Moreover,  in  another  passage  (lib.  iii.  c.  2)  Aristotle  re- 
proaches Aristippus  for  haidng  rejected  science,  and  con- 
cerned himself  solely  with  morals.  This  is  surely  negative 
evidence  that  Socrates  was  not  to  be  blamed  for  the  same 
opinion  ; otherwise  he  would  have  been  also  mentioned. 

It  was  a natural  mistake  to  suppose  that  Socrates  was  only' 
a moralist,  seeing  that  his  principal  topics  were  always  Man 
and  Society,  and  never  Physic.al  speculations,  which  he 
deemed  beyond  tlie  reach  of  human  intellect.  If,  however. 


* ihtaph.  xiii.  4. 
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Socrates  had  been  merely  a moralist,  his  place  in  the  history 
of  Philosophy  would  not  have  been  what  it  is  ; no  Plato,  no 
Aristotle  would  have  called  him  master.  He  made  a new 
eix)ch.  The  previous  philosophers  had  directed  their  atten- 
tion to  external  Natui-e,  endeavouring'  to  explain  its  i^heno- 
mena;  he  gave  up  all  such  speculations,  and  directed  his 
attention  solely  to  the  nature  of  Knowledge. 

The  reader  may  now  begin  to  appreciate  the  importance  of 
Definitions  in  the  Socratic  Method,  and  may  understend  why 
Socrates  did  not  himself  invent  systems,  but  only  a Method. 
He  likened  himself  to  a Midwife,  who,  though  unable  to 
bring  forth  children  herself,  assisted  women  in  their  labours. 
He  believed  that  in  each  man  lay  the  germs  of  wisdom.  ■ Ho 
believed  that  no  science  could  be  tjiught ; only  drawn  out. 
To  borrow  the  ideas  of  another  was  not  to  team ; to  guide 
oneself  by  the  judgment  of  another  was  blindness.  The 
philosophers,  who  pretended  to  teach  everj'thing,  could  teach 
nothing ; and  their  ignorance  was  manifest  in  the  very  pro- 
tension.  Each  man  must  conquer  truth  for  himself,  by  rigid 
struggle  with  himself.  He,  Socrates,  was  willing  to  assist 
any  man  when  in  the  pains  of  labour : he  could  do  no  more. 

Such  being  the  Method,  we  cannot  wonder  at  his  having 
attached  himself  to  Ethical  rather  than  to  Phj'sical  specula- 
tions. His  philosophy  was  a realization  of  the  inscription  at 
Delphos — Know  Thyself.  It  was  in  himself  that  he  found 
the  ground  of  certitude  which  was  to  protect  him  agiiinst 
scepticism.  It  was  therefore  moral  science  which  he  prized 
above  all  others.  Indeed,  we  have  great  reason  to  believe 
that  his  energetic  denouncement  of  Physical  speculations  as 
reported  by  Xenophon,  was  the  natural,  though  exaggerated, 
conclusion  to  which  he  had  been  hurried  by  a consideration 
of  the  manifold  absurdities  into  which  they  drew  the  mind, 
and  the  scepticism  which  they  induced.  There  could  be 
nothing  but  imcertainty  on  such  subjects. 

‘ I have  not  leisure  for  such  things,’  he  is  made  to  say  by 
Plato,  ‘ and  I will  tell  you  the  reason : I am  not  yet  able, 
accordmg  to  the  Delphic  Inscription,  to  Knowwyself;  and  it 


Digitized  by  Google 


SOCRATES. 


ICiJ 

apj>eara  to  me  very  ridiculous,  while  ignorant  of  myself,  to 
inquire  into  what  I am  not  concerned  in.’  * That  he  did, 
however,  at  one  period  occupy  himself  with  them  is  clear 
from  other  sources,  and  is  a point  in  the  comedy  of  the 
Clouds,  v/here  he  is  represented  ‘ air- treading  and  speculating 
about  the  sun,’ — aepofiarw  /cal  irspicf/povdo  top  /jXtov, — and  his 
diseii)les  seeking  things  hidden  underground — ric  Kara 
This  has  led  many  to  suppose  that  Aristophanes  knew  nothing 
whatever  of  Socrates,  but  oidy  took  him  as  an  available 
comic  typo  of  the  Sophists, — a supposition  to  which  there 
are  several  objections.  Firstly,  it  is  not  usual  in  satirists  to 
select  for  their  butt  a person  of  whom  they  know  nothing. 
Secmidly,  Socrates,  of  all  Athenians,  was  the  most  notorious, 
and  most  easily  to  be  acquainted  with  in  a general  way. 
Thirdly,  he  could  not  be  a tj-pe  of  the  Sophists,  in  as  far  as 
related  to  physical  speculations,  since  we  well  know  the 
Sophists  disregarded  them.  Fourthly,  ho  did  occupy  himself 
with  Physics  early  in  his  career,  although  in  after-life  he 
regarded  such  speculations  as  trivial. 

It  was  quite  possible  that  Aristophanes  should  have 
made  no  such  nice  discrimination  between  the  dialectical 
quibbling  of  Socrates  and  that  of  the  Sophists,  as  would 
prevent  him  from  representing  Socrates  teaching  ‘ the  art  to 
make  the  worse  appear  the  better  reason  ; ’t  but  it  is  scarcely 
credible  that  he  should  have  made  so  flagrant  a mistake  as 
to  accuse  Socrates  of  busying  himself  with  Physics,  when 
every  one  of  the  audience  could  answer  that  Socrates  never 
troubled  himself  at  all  about  it.  In  our  day  Proudhon  and 
Louis  Blanc  are  often  classed  together  as  teachers  of  the  same 
Socialist  doctrines ; or  Strauss  and  Feuerbach  as  teachers  of 
the  same  theological  doctrines  ; but  no  satirist  would  laugh, 
at  Louis  Blanc  for  his  astronomical  speculations,  or  at  Strauss 
for  his  devotion  to  the  Microscope.  The  Aristophanic  evi- 
dence, therefore,  seems  perfectly  admissible  as  respects  the 
physical  speculations  of  Socrates  at  or  about  the  time  when 

• Phadrus,  p.  8.  t Nuhtt,  T.  112-15. 
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the  Clomh  was  produced.  If  they  were  afterwards  re- 
linquished, it  was  because  they  led  to  no  certainty. 

That  Philosophy,  and  not  Morals,  was  really  the  aim  of 
Socrates,  is  clear  from  his  subordination  of  all  morals  to 
science.  He  considers  Virtue  to  be  identical  with  Knowledge.* 
Only  the  wise  man,  said  he,  can  be  brave,  just,  or  temperate. 
Vice  of  every  kind  is  Ignorance ; and  inyoluntary,  because 
ignorant.  If  a man  is  cowardly,  it  is  because  he  does  not 
rightly  appreciate  the  importance  of  life  and  death.  He 
thinks  death  an  evil,  and  flees  it.  If  he  were  wise,  he  would 
know  that  death  is  a good  thing,  or,  at  the  worst,  an  in- 
different one,  and  therefore  would  not  shun  it.  If  a man  is 
intemperate,  it  is  because  he  is  unable  to  estimate  the  re- 
lative value  of  present  pleasure  and  future  pain.  Ignorance 
misleads  him.  It  is  the  nature  of  man  to  seek  good  and 
shun  evil : he  would  never  seek  evil,  knowing  it  to  be  such  ; 
if  he  seeks  it,  he  mistakes  it  for  good : if  he  is  intemperate,  . 
it  is  because  he  is  unwise. 

Nor  is  it  difficult  to  trace  the  origin  of  this  conception  in 
his  mind.  The  Pythian  oracle  had  declared  him  to  be  the 
wisest  of  men.  The  assertion  greatly  puzzled  him,  for  he 
found  on  deep  introspection  that  he  knew  nothing ; all  his 
fancied  knowledge  was  that  conceit  of  knowledge  without 
the  reality,  which  he  saw  pulling  up  other  men ; and  his  sole 
distinction  was  that  tie  knew  the  depth  of  his  own  ignoniTice, 
while  they  believed  themselves  to  be  knowing ; and  it  was 
because  he  knew  this  that  he  understood  the  meaning  of  the 

* tlyat  irdixas  dptrdt.  — Aristot.  Ethie.  Si<^mavh.  vi.  13. 

Plato,  in  the  Meno,  makei<  him  maintain  that  Virtue  cannot  be  »^*ience,  cannot  bo 
tiiu^ht.  But  this  is  nut  Socratio.  ‘Whether  V’irtne  can  be  taught  was  a qut'stion 
niuch  agitated  in  the  time  of  So<»ratpfl,  who  appears  to  give  contradictory  decisions 
on  different  occasions.  Comp.  Plato,  Meno^  pp.  9d,  08,  with  I^tagnra$,  p,  301, 
in  the  latter  of  which  passages  ho  censures  his  own  inconsistency,  in  first  denying 
that  V'irtuo  can  be  taught,  and  then  maintaining  that  Virtue  is  Science.  Ascending 
to  Xbxoi’Hox,  Mem.\.  2,  10,  Socrates  seems  to  have  adopted  the  couimon-acn.^e 
view  that  V’^irtue  is  partly  matter  of  teaching,  partly  of  practice  {d(TK7rr6v\  and 
partly  of  natural  disjxwitioD.  But  Xknophox  was  uncon»ciou.s  of  the  lugi»*al 
difficulty  of  reconciling  this  with  that  identification  of  Virliio  with  Science  or 
WifMlom  which  he  elsewlien*  distinctly  attributes  to  liis  mastiT.’ — Tuomi’son’h 
Note  to  JluUtrs  Uiitory  of  i.  371. 
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omcle.  Tims  iiiuoh  we  have  on  Lis  ex|ilioit  authority.  If 
we  now  consider  that  his  title  of  the  ‘ wisest  ’ was  owing  to 
the  profound  consciousness  of  the  unreality  of  all  which 
hitherto  had  piissed  for  wisdom  (the  proof  of  which  was  ex- 
posed by  means  of  his  cross-examining  Eleuehus),  we  shall 
bo  able  to  understand  how  it  wsis  he  came  to  make  his  Method 
in  and  for  itself  the  gi'eat  aim  of  Philosophy,  and  how  in- 
stead of  desiring  to  make  converts  to  any  system,  or  to  gain 
acceptance  for  any  special  theories  on  physics  or  ethics,  he 
always  and  everywhere  desired  to  awaken  the  cross-examining 
sj)irit  in  the  minds  of  his  hearers,  so  that  each  in  his  own 
turn  might  awaken  it  in  others,  because  in  this,  and  this 
alone,  consisted  real  Wisdom.  Previous  philosophies  had 
shown  the  futility  of  speculation;  certitude  was  nowhere  to 
1)0  had  ; all  such  theories  were  but  the  conceit  of  knowledge. 
The  Method  which  he  taught  \vas  that  by  which  alone  man 
could  l)ecome  wiser  and  better. 

It  is  clear  that  the  novelty  of  the  Method  so  completely’’ 
fascinated  him  as  to  prevent  his  detecting  the  confusion  he 
made  Isjtween  end  and  means.  And  the  reader  may  under- 
stand how  such  a confusion  might  very  naturally  have 
maintained  itself,  if  he  reflects  how  very  analogous  is  the 
pursuit  of  purely  mathematical  science  by  hundreds  who  care 
nothing  for  the  ap])lications  of  mathematics.  Lying  at  the 
base  of  all  physical  science  is  a great  and  complex  science  of 
Qiuintity', — the  one  indisj>ensable  Instrument  by  means  of 
which  Knowledge  becomes  Science  (for  Science  is  only 
quantitative  knowledge) ; but  so  vast  and  so  complex  is  this 
Instrument,  that  numerous  intellects  are  constantly  engaged 
in  studying  and  perfecting  it,  never  once  withdrawn  from  it 
by’  any'  attemi>t  at  application.  In  a similar  way  Socrates, 
and  for  the  most  part  Plab)  likewise,  cared  exclusively  for 
Method ; perfecting  the  Instrument  of  search,  rather  than 
seeking. 

Although  Socrates  was  not  the  first  to  teach  the  doctrine 
of  the  immortality  a^>f  the  soul,  he  wa.s  the  first  to  give  it  a 
philosophical  Iwisis.  Nor  can  we  read  without  admiration 
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the  arguments  by  which  he  anticipated  writers  on  Natural 
Tlieology,  by  pointing  out  the  evidences  of  a beneficent 
Providence.  Listen  to  Xenophon  : — • 

‘ I will  now  relate  the  manner  in  which  I once  heard 
Socrates  discoiu-sLng  with  Aristodemus,  surnamed  the  Little, 
concerning  the  Deity ; for  observing  that  he  neither  prayed 
nor  sacrificed  to  the  Gods,  but,  on  the  contrary,  ridiculed 
and  laughed  at  those  who  did,  he  said  to  him  : — 

‘ TeU  me,  Aristodemus,  is  there  any  man  whom  you  admire 
on  account  of  his  merit?  Aristodemus  having  answered 
“ Many,” — Name  some  of  them,  I pray  you.  I admire,  said 
Aristodemus,  Homer  for  his  Epic  poetry,  Melauippides  for 
his  dithjTTimbics,  Sophocles  for  tragedy,  Polycletus  for 
■statuary,  and  Zeuxis  for  painting. 

‘ But  which  seems  to  you  most  worthy  of  admiration, 
Aristodemus ; — the  artist  who  forms  images  void  of  motion 
and  intelligence,  or  one  who  hath  the  skill  to  produce  animals 
that  are  endued  not  only  with  activity,  but  understanding  ? — 
The  latter,  there  can  be  noTloubt,  replied  Aristodemus,  pro- 
vided the  production  was  not  the  effect  of  chance,  but  of 
wisdom  and  contrivance. — But  since  there  are  many  things, 
some  of  which  we  can  easily  see  the  use  of,  while  we  cannot 
say  of  others  to  what  purjxjse  they  were  produced,  which  of 
these,  Aristodemus,  do  you  suppose  the  work  of  wisdom? — 
It  shoxdd  seem  the  most  reasonable  to  affirm  it  of  those 
whoso  fitness  and  utility  are  so  evidently  apparent. 

‘ But  it  is  evidently  apparent  that  He  who  at  the  bcgiiming 
made  man,  endued  him  with  senses  because  they  were  gfxid 
for  him  ; eyes,  w'herewith  to  behold  whatever  was  visible ; 
and  ears,  to  hear  whatever  was  to  be  heard ; for  say,  Aris- 
txalemus,  to  what  purpose  should  odours  be  prepared,  if  the 
sense  of  smelling  had  been  denied  ? or  why  the  distinctions 
of  bitter  and  sweet,  of  savourj’  and  unsavoury,  unless  a palate 
had  been  likewise  given,  conveniently  placed,  to  arbitrate 
Ixetween  them  and  declare  the  difference?  Is  not  that 
Providence,  Aristodemus,  in  a most  eminent  manner  con- 
spicuous, which,  because  the  eye  of  man  is  so  delicate  in  its 
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coutexturo,  hath  therefore  prepared  eyelids  like  doors,  where- 
by to  secure  it,  which  extend  of  themselves  whenever  it  is 
needful,  and  a<^ain  close  when  sleep  approaches?  Are  not 
these  eyelids  provided  as  it  were  with  a fence  on  the  ed^e  of 
them,  to  keep  off  the  wind  and  "usird  the  eye  ? Even  the 
eyebrow  itself  is  not  without  its  office.  Init,  as  a penthoiise,  is 
prepared  to  tirni  off  the  sweat,  which,  falliiifr  from  the  fore- 
heiul,  might  enter  and  annoy  that  no  less  tender  than  as- 
tonishing part  of  us.  Is  it  not  to  l)c  admired  that  the  ears 
should  take  in  sounds  of  every  sort,  and  yet  arc  not  too  much 
filled  by  them  ? That  the  foreteeth  of  the  animal  should  bo 
formed  in  such  a manner  as  is  evidently  best  suited  for  the 
cutting  of  its  food,  as  those  on  the  side  for  grinding  it  to 
pieces?  That  the  mouth,  through  which  this  food  isconveyetl, 
should  be  placed  so  near  the  nose  and  eyes  ns  to  prevent  the 
passing  imnoticed  whatever  is  unfit  for  nourishment;  while 
Nature,  on  the  contrary,  hath  set  at  a distance  find  conceale<l 
from  the  senses  all  that  might  disgust  or  any  way  offend 
them  ? And  canst  thou  still  doubt,  Aristodemus,  whether  a 
disposition  of  parts  like  this  should  be  the  work  of  chance,  or 
of  wisdom  and  contrivance? — I have  no  longer  any  doubt, 
replied  Aristodemus  ; and,  indeed,  the  more  I consider  it, 
tlie  more  evident  it  appears  to  me  that  man  must  bo  the 
master-piece  of  some  great  artificer ; carrying  along  ivith  it 
infinite  marks  of  the  love  and  favour  of  Him  who  hath  thus 
formed  it. 

‘ And  what  thinkest  thou,  Aristodemus,  of  that  desire  in 
the  individufil  which  leads  to  the  continuance  of  the  species  ? 
Of  that  tenderness  and  affection  in  the  female  towards  her 
young,  so  necessary  for  its  preservation  ? Of  that  unremitted 
love  of  life,  and  dread  of  dissolution,  which  take  such  strong 
possession  of  us  fi-om  the  moment  we  begin  to  be? — I think 
of  them,  answered  Aristodemus,  as  so  many  regidar  ope- 
rations of  the  same  great  and  wise  Artist,  deliberately  de- 
termining to  preserve  what  he  hath  made. 

‘ But,  further  (imless  thou  desirest  to  ask  me  questions) , 
seeing,  ArisUxlemus,  thou  tlyself  art  conscious  of  reason  and 
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intelligence,  supposest  thou  there  is  no  intelligence  else- 
where ? Thou  knowest  thy  body  to  be  a small  part  of  that 
wide  extended  earth  which  thou  everywhere  beholdest : the 
moisture  contained  in  it,  thou  also  knowest  to  bo  a small 
portion  of  that  mighty  mass  of  waters,  whereof  seas  them- 
selves are  but  a part,  while  the  rest  of  the  elements  contribute 
out  of  their  abundance  to  thy  formation.  It  is  the  soul  then 
alone,  that  intellectual  part  of  us,  which  is  come  to  thee  by 
some  lucky  chance,  from  I know  not  where.  If  so  be  there 
is  indeed  no  intelligence  elsewhere  : and  we  must  be  forced 
to  confess  that  this  stupendous  universe,  with  all  the  various 
bodies  contained  therein — equally  amazing,  whether  we  con- 
sider their  magnitude  or  number,  whatever  their  use,  what- 
ever their  order — all  have  been  produced,  not  by  intelligence, 
but  by  chance ! — It  is  with  difficulty  that  I can  supjiose 
otherwise,  returned  Aristodemus ; for  I behold  none  of  those 
Gods  whom  j'ou  speak  of  as  making  and  governing  all 
things ; whereas  I see  the  artists  when  at  their  work  here 
among  us. — Neither  yet  seest  thou  thy  soul,  Aristodemus, 
which,  however,  most  assuredly  governs  thy  body  ; although 
it  may  well  seem,  by  thy  manner  of  talking,  that  it  is  chance, 
and  not  reason,  which  governs  thee. 

‘ I do  not  despise  the  Gods,  said  Aristodemus : on  the  con- 
trary, I conceive  so  highly  of  their  excellence,  as  to  suppose 
they  stand  in  no  need  either  of  me  or  of  my  services. — Thou 
mistakest  the  matter,  Aristodemus  ; the  greater  magnificence 
they  have  shown  in  their  care  of  thee,  so  much  the?  more 
honour  and  service  thou  owest  them. — Be  assured,  said  Aris- 
todemus, if  I once  could  be  i>crsuaded  the  Gods  take  care  of 
man,  I should  want  no  monitor  to  remind  mo  of  my  duty. — 
And  c;inst  thou  doubt,  Aristodemus,  if  the  Gods  take  care  of 
man  t>  Hath  not  the  glorious  privilege  of  walking  upright 
been  alone  bc-stowed  on  him,  whereby  he  may  with  the  better 
advantage  survey  what  is  aromid  him,  contemplate  with  more 
ease  those  splendid  objects  which  are  above,  and  avoid  the 
numerous  ills  and  inconveniences  which  would  otherwise 
befall  him?  Other  animals  indeed  they  have  provided  with 
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feet,  by  wbicb  they  may  remove  from  one  place  to  another  ; 
but  to  man  they  have  also  given  hands,  with  which  he  can 
form  many  things  for  his  use,  and  make  himself  happier  than 
creatures  of  any  other  kind.  A tongue  hath  been  bestowed 
on  every  other  animal ; but  what  animal,  except  man,  hath 
the  power  of  forming  words  with  it,  whereby  to  explain  his 
thoughts,  and  make  them  intelligible  to  others  ? 

‘ But  it  is  not  with  respect  to  the  body  alone  that  the  Gods 
have  shown  themselves  thus  bountiful  to  man.  Their  most 
excellent  gift  is  that  soul  they  have  infused  into  him,  which 
so  far  surpasses  what  is  elsewhere  to  be  found  ; for  by  what 
animal,  except  man,  is  even  the  existence  of  those  Gods  dis- 
covered, who  have  produced  and  still  u^ihold,  in  such  regular 
order,  this  beautiful  and  stupendous  frame  of  the  universe  ? 
What  other  species  of  creature  is  to  be  found  that  can  serve, 
that  can  adore  them  ? What  other  animal  is  able,  like  man, 
to  provide  against  the  assaults  of  heat  and  cold,  of  thirst  and 
hunger  ? that  can  lay  up  remedies  for  the  time  of  sickness, 
and  improve  the  strength  nature  has  given  by  a well-pro- 
portioned exercise  ? that  can  receive  like  him  information  or 
instruction ; or  so  happily  keep  in  memory  what  he  hath 
seen,  and  heard,  and  learnt  ? These  things  being  so,  who 
seeth  not  that  man  is,  as  it  were,  a God  in  the  midst  of  this 
visible  creation  ? so  fiir  doth  he  surp.oss,  whether  in  the  en- 
dowments of  soul  or  body,  all  animals  whatsoever  that  have 
been  produced  therein ; for  if  the  body  of  the  ox  had  been 
joined  to  the  mind  of  man,  the  acuteness  of  the  latter  would 
have  stood  him  in  small  stead,  while  xmable  to  execute  the 
well-designed  plan ; nor  would  the  human  form  have  been  of 
more  use  to  the  brute,  so  long  as  it  remained  destitute  of 
understanding  ! But  in  thee,  Aristodemus,  hath  been  joined 
to  a wonderful  soul  a body  no  less  wonderful ; and  sayest 
thou,  after  this,  the  Gods  take  no  thought  for  me  ? What 
wouldst  thou  then  more  to  convince  thee  of  their  care  ? 

‘ I would  they  should  send  and  infoini  me,  said  Aris- 
todenms,  what  things  I ought  or  ought  not  to  do,  in  like 
manner  as  thou  sayest  they  frequently  do  to  thee. — And  what 
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then,  Aristodemus  ? suppyosest  then,  that  when  the  Gods  give 
out  some  oracle  to  all  the  Athenians  they  mean  it  not  for  thee  ? 
If  by  their  jjrodigies  they  declare  aloud  to  all  Greece,  to  all 
mankind,  the  things  which  shall  befall  them,  are  they  dumb 
to  thee  alone  ? And  art  thou  the  only  person  whom  they  have 
placed  beyond  their  care?  Believest  thou  they  would  have 
wrought  into  the  mind  of  man  a persuasion  of  their  being 
able  to  make  him  happy  or  miserable,  if  so  be  they  had  no 
such  power  ? or  would  not  even  man  himself,  long  ere  this, 
have  seen  through  the  gross  delusion?  How  is  it,  Aris- 
todemus, thou  rememberest  or  remarkest  not,  that  the  king- 
doms and  commonwealths  most  renowned  as  well  for  their 
wisdom  as  antiquity,  are  those  whose  piety  and  devo|iou 
hath  been  the  most  observable?  and  that  even  man  himself 
is  never  so  well  disposed  to  serve  the  Deity  as  in  that  part  of 
life  when  reason  bears  the  greatest  sway,  and  his  judgment 
is  supposed  in  its  full  strength  and  maturity  ? Consider,  my 
Aristodemus,  that  the  soul  which  resides  in  thy  body  can 
govern  it  at  pleasure ; why  then  may  not  the  soul  of  the 
universe,  which  pervades  and  animates  every  part  of  it, 
govern  it  in  like  manner?  If  thine  eye  hath  the  power  to 
take  in  many  objects,  and  these  j>laced  at  no  small  distance 
from  it,  marvel  not  if  the  eye  of  the  Deity  can  at  one  glance 
comprehend  the  whole.  And  as  thou  perccivest  it  not  beyond 
thy  ability  to  extend  thy  care,  at  the  same  time,  to  the  con- 
cerns of  Athens,  Egypt,  Sicily,  why  thuikcst  thou,  my  Aris- 
todemus, that  the  Providence  of  God  may  not  easily  extend 
itself  through  the  whole  universe  ? 

‘ As  therefore,  among  men,  wemakebest  trial  of  the  aflection 
and  gi-atitude  of  our  neighbour  by  showing  him  kindness, 
and  discover  his  wisdom  by  consulting  him  in  his  distress,  do 
tliou  m like  manner  behave  towards  the  Gods ; and  if  thou 
wouldst  experience  what  their  wisdom  and  what  their  love, 
render  thyself  desen^ing  the  communication  of  some  of  those 
divine  secrets  which  may  not  be  penetrated  by  man,  and  are 
imparted  to  those  alone  who  considt,  who  adore,  who  obey 
the  Deity.  Then  shalt  thou,  my  Aristodemus,  understand 
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there  is  a Being  whose  e}'e  pierceth  tliroughout  all  nature, 
and  whose  ear  is  open  to  every  ^ound ; extended  to  all  places, 
extending  through  all  time;  and  whose  bounty  and  care 
can  know  no  other  bound  than  those  fixed  by  his  own 
creation. 

‘ By  this  discourse,  and  others  of  the  like  nature,  Socrates 
taught  his  friends  that  they  were  not  only  to  forbear  what- 
ever was  impious,  unjust,  or  iinbecoming  before  man;  but 
even  when  alone  they  ought  to  have  a regard  to  all  their 
actions,  since  the  Gods  have  their  eyes  continually  upon  us, 
and  none  of  our  designs  can  be  concealed  from  them.’  * 

To  this  passage  we  must  add  another  equally  deserving  of 
attention  : — 

‘ Even  among  all  those  deities  who  so  liberally  bestow  on 
us  good  things,  not  one  of  them  maketh  himself  an  object  of 
our  sight.  And  He  who  raised  this  whole  universe,  and  still 
upholds  the  mighty  frame,  who  perfected  every  part  of  it  in 
beauty  and  in  goodness,  suffering  none  of  these  parts  to 
decay  through  age,  but  renewing  them  daily  with  unfading 
vigour,  whereby  they  are  able  to  execute  whatever  he  ordains 
with  that  readiness  and  precision  which  surpass  man’s  ima- 
gination ; even  He,  the  supreme  God,  who  performeth  all 
these  wonders,  still  holds  himself  invisible,  and  it  is  ouly  in 
his  works  that  we  are  capable  of  admiring  him.  For  consider, 
my  Euthydemus,  the  sun,  which  seemeth  as  it  were  set  forth 
to  the  view  of  aU  men,  yet  suffereth  not  itself  to  be  too 
curiously  examined ; punishing  those  with  blindness  who  bx) 
rashly  venture  so  to  do  ; and  those  ministers  of  the  Gods, 
whom  they  employ  to  execute  their  bidding,  remain  to  us 
invisible ; for  though  the  thunderbolt  is  shot  from  on  high, 
and  breaketh  in  pieces  whatever  it  findeth  in  its  way,  }’et  no 
one  seeth  it  when  it  fidls,  when  it  strikes,  or  when  it  retires ; 
neither  arc  the  winds  discoverable  to  our  sight,  though  we 
plainly  lx;hold  the  ravages  they  everywhere  make,  and  with 
ease  perceive  what  time  they  are  rising.  And  if  there  be 


* Afa/iarabilia,  i.  4. 
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anything  in  man,  my  Euthydemua,  partaking  of  the  divine 
nature,  it  must  siirely  be  the  soul  which  governs  and  directs 
him ; yet  no  one  considers  this  as  an  object  of  his  sight. 
Learn  therefore  not  to  despise  those  things  which  you  cannot 
sec ; jiidge  of  the  greatness  of  the  power  by  the  effects  which 
are  produced,  and  reverence  the  Deity.’  * 

In  conclusion  we  must  notice  the  vexed  question  of  the 
Dajmon  of  Socrates.  The  notion  most  generally  current  is 
that  he  believed  himself  accompanied  by  a Da;mon,  or  Good 
Angel,  who  whisjiered  counsels  in  his  ear,  and  forewarned 
him  on  critical  occasions.  Tliis  has  been  adduced  as  evidence 
of  his  ‘ superstition ; ’ and  one  >vriter  makes  it  a text  to  prove 
that  Socrates  was  mad.f  Olympiodonis  said  that  the  Dmmon 
only  meant  Conscience,  an  explanation  which,  while  it  effaces 
the  peculiar  characteristics  of  the  conception,  is  at  the  same 
time  totally  inapplicable  to  those  cases  when  the  ‘ Daemonic 
voice  ’ spoke  to  Socrates  concerning  the  affairs  of  his  friends, 
as  we  read  in  Plato’s  Theaf/es.  By  other  writers  the  Dasmon 
has  been  considered  as  purely  aUegoricak 

The  first  point  necessary  to  be  distinctly  understood  is, 
that  Socrates  believed  in  no  special  Daemon  at  aU ; and  to 
translate  Phitarch’s  treatise  into  De  Genio  Socrati-g,  and  hence 
to  speak  of  le  demon  de  Socrate,  is  gross  misconception.  No- 
where does  Socrates,  in  Plato  or  Xenophon,  speak  of  a genius 
or  demon,  but  always  of  a daemonic  something  (to  haifioviov, 
Saifiovioi'  Tt),  or  of  a sign,  si  voice,  a divine  sign,  a divine  voice.X 
The  second  point  necessary  to  be  rememljered  is,  that  this 
‘ divine  voice  ’ was  only  an  occasional  manifestation,  and 

♦ Memftrahilia,  iv.  3. 

t liKT.UT,  Ihi  Demon  de  Socrate^  1836.  A nnw  (nlition  of  this  work  appeared  in 
18.56,  and  excittMi  a ‘sensation.’ 

J Sec  passages  cited  in  Zelleh,  ii.  28.  Mr.  Thompson  in  his  note  to  BiTLini, 
i.  376,  says : — ‘Clemens  Alexaiulrinufi  in  one  passage  eiynjecture^  that  the  taiyi6vtov 
of  Socrates  may  have  be^n  a familiar  genius.  Strom,  t.  p.  692.  This  conjecture 
becomes  an  assertion  in  LACTANms  (/wxf.  D.  ii.  14),  who  converts  the  dttnymium 
into  damon.  Apulkius,  it  is  tnie,  had  already  led  the  way  to  this  error  in  liis 
treatiMc  De  Deo  Sooratis,  It  is  adopted  without  scruple  by  Avoustinf  and  other 
Chri.Hlian  writers;  and,  as  might  have  been  expected,  by  Fictni'S  and  the  earlier 
modems,  as  Stani.ky  and  Dacikb,  in  whoso  writings  the  damonium  appears  full- 
fledged  us  * an  utlcndunt  spirit  ’ or  ‘good  angel.’ 
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exercised  only  a rexlmiuiiiy  influence.  On  the  great  critical 
occasions  of  his  life,  if  the  voice  warned  him  against  any  step 
he  was  about  to  take,  he  unhesitatingly  obeyed  it ; if  the 
voice  was  unheard,  he  concluded  that  his  jjroposed  step  was 
agreeable  to  the  Gods.  Thus,  when  on  his  trial,  he  refused  to 
prepare  any  defence,  because  when  he  was  about  to  begin  it 
the  voice  restrained  him,  whereupon  he  resigned  himself  to 
the  trial,  convinced  that  if  it  were  the  pleasure  of  the  Gods 
that  he  should  die,  he  ought  in  no  wise  to  struggle — if  it 
were^ their  i»leasure  that  he  should  be  set  free,  defence  on  his 
part  was  needless. 

This  is  his  own  explicit  statement ; and  surely  in  a Cliris- 
tian  country  abounding  in  examples  of  persons  believing  in 
direct  intimations  from  above,  there  can  be  little  difliculty 
in  crediting  such  a statement.  Socrates  was  a profoundly 
religious  man ; he  was  moreover,  as  we  learn  from  Aristotle, 
a man  of  that  bilious  melancholic  temperament*  which  has 
in  all  times  been  observed  in  persons  of  unusual  religious 
fervour,  such  as  is  implied  in  those  momentary  exaltations  of 
the  mind  which  are  mistaken  for  divine  visits ; and  when  the 
rush  of  thought  came  upon  him  with  strange  warning  voices, 
he  believed  it  was  the  Gods  who  spoke  directly  to  him.  Unless 
we  conceive  Socrates  as  a profoundly  religious  man,  we  shall 
misconceive  the  whole  spirit  of  his  life  and  teaching.  In 
many  respects  he  was  a fanatic,  but  only  in  the  noble  sense 
of  the  word : a man,  like  Carlyle,  intolerant,  vehement, 
‘ j)Ossessed  ’ by  his  ideas,  but,  like  Carlyle,  preserved  from  all 
the  worst  consequences  of  such  intolerance  and  possession  by 
an  immense  humour  and  a tender  heart.  His  satiumine 
melancholy  was  relieved  by  laughter,  which  softened  and 
humanized  a spirit  otherwise  not  less  vehement  than  that  of 
a Dominic  or  a Calvin.  Thus  strengthened  and  thus  softene<l, 
Socrates  stands  out  as  one  of  the  bravest,  truest,  wisest  of 
mankind. 

• iiair  Akistotle  : PrMcm.  30. 
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FIFTH  EPOCH. 

Development  of  Ethics  conseipient  on  the  Soernftc  clrcum- 
scription  of  the  aims  of  Philosophy. 


CHAPTER  I. 

THE  MEGAIilCS. 

Euclid. 

rPHE  companions  of  Socrates  quitted  Athens  after  his 
death : some  of  them  followed  Euclid  to  Mej^ara. 

‘ Several  philosophers,’  says  Cicero,  ‘ drew  from  the  con- 
.versations  of  Socrates  very  different  results  ; and,  ac- 
cording as  each  adopted  views  which  harmonized  with  his 
own,  they  in  their  turn  liecame  heads  of  philosophical 
schools  all  differing  amongst  each  other.’  It  is  one  of  the 
peculiarities  of  the  Subjective  Method,  to  adapt  itself  indis- 
criminately to  all  sorts  of  systems.  The  Objective  Method 
is  confined  to  one : if  various  and  opposing  s^'stems  spring 
from  it,  they  are  an  erroneous  or  imperfect  application  of  it. 

We  must  not  be  surprised  therefore  to  find  many  contra- 
dictory systems  claiming  the  parentage  of  Socrates.  But  we 
must  be  on  our  guard  against  supposing  that  this  adaptation 
to  various  systems  is  a proof  of  the  excellence  of  the  Socratic 
Method.  It  is  only  a proof  of  its  vagueness.  It  may  be 
accepted  as  a sign  of  the  great  influence  exercised  upon 
succeeding  philosophers ; it  is  no  sign  that  the  influence  was 
in  the  right  direction. 

As  we  said,  Socrates  had  no  school ; he  taught  no  sys- 
tem. He  exhibited  a Method ; and  this  Method  his  hearers 
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severally  applied.  Around  liim  were  men  of  various  ai^es, 
various  temperaments,  and  various  opinions.  He  discoursed 
with  each  upon  his  own  subject ; with  Xenophon  on  politics ; 
witli  Theag’cs  or  Thea;tetus  on  science ; with  Antisthenes  on 
morals  ; with  Ion  on  poetry.  Some  were  convinced  by  him  ; 
others  were  merely  refuted.  The  difference  between  the 
two  is  g^eat.  Of  those  who  were  convinced,  the  so-caUed 
Socratic  Schools  were  formed  ; those  who  were  only  refuted 
became  his  enemies.  But,  of  the  fonner,  some  were  natu- 
rally only  more  or  less  convinced  ; that  is,  were  willing  to 
adopt  his  opinions  on  some  subjects,  but  remained  stubborn 
on  others.  Tliese  are  the  imperfect  Socratists.  Among  the 
latter  was  Euclid. 

Euclid,  who  must  not  be  confounded  with  tlie  great 
Mathematician,  was  bom  at  Megara  ; date  jirobably  between 
450  and  140  b.  c.  He  had  early  imbibed  a great  love  of 
philosophy,  and  had  diligently  studied  the  writings  of  Par- 
menides and  the  other  Eleatics.  From  Zeno  he  acquired 
great  facility  in  dialectics ; and  this  continued  to  be  his  chief 
excellence,  even  after  his  acquaintance  with  Socrates,  whci 
reproved  him  for  it  as  sophistical. 

His  delight  in  listening  to  Socrates  was  so  great  that  he 
frequently  cxiiosed  his  life  to  do  so.  A decree  was  passed,  in 
consequence  of  the  enmity  existing  between  Athens  and 
Megara,  that  any  inhabitant  of  Megara  found  in  Athens 
should  forfeit  his  life ; Euclid,  however,  braved  the  penalty. 
He  frequently  came  to  Athens  at  night,  disguised  as  a female. 
The  distance  was  twenty  miles.  At  tlie  end  of  his  journey 
he  was  recompensed  by  the  fascinating  conversation  of 
SiK-rates ; and  he  returned  to  meditate  on  the  results  of  their 
arguments. 

Brucker’s  supposition  that  a rupture  was  caused  between 
them  in  consequence  of  Socrates  having  reproved  Euclid’s 
disputatious  tendency,  is  wholly  without  foundation,  and 
seems  contradicted  by  the  notorious  fact  iliat  when,  on  the 
death  of  Socrates,  Plato  and  the  majority  of  the  disciples 
retired  to  Megara,  in  fear  of  some  popidar  outbreak  of  the 
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Athenians,  who  were  in  a state  of  ra"e  appiinst  all  the  philo- 
802>her's  friends,  Euclid  received  them  well.  Bound  by  the 
same  ties  of  friendship  towards  the  illustrious  martyr,  and 
sharing'  some  of  his  opinions,  the  Socratists  made  some  stay 
in  Megara.  Differences  however  arose,  as  they  will  amongst 
aU  communities  of  the  kind.  Plato  and  some  others  returned 
to  Athens  as  soon  as  the  state  of  the  public  mind  admitted 
their  doing  so  with  safety.  The  rest  remained  with  Euclid. 

Euclid  agreed  with  the  Eleatics  in  maintaining  that  there 
was  but  One  unalterable  Being,  to  be  known  by  Eeason  only. 
This  One  Being  was  not  simjdy  The  One;  neither  was  it  ^ 
simjdy  Intelligence;  it  was  The  Good.  This  One  Being 
received  various  names  according  to  its  various  aspects  : thus 
it  was  sometimes  Wisdom  {<f>p6vriais)  ; sometimes  God  (^eoy) ; 
at  others  Reason  (vovs) ; and  so  forth.  This  One  Good  (et> 
TO  ayaOoy)  is  the  only  Being  that  really  erists ; everything 
opposed  to  it  ha%  nothing  but  a phenomenal,  transitory 
existence. 

Such  is  the  outline  of  his  doctrine,  as  presented  by  Dio- 
genes Laertius.  In  it  the  reader  will  have  no  difficulty  in 
detecting  both  the  Eleatic  and  Socratic  elements.  The  con- 
cejition  of  God  as  to  dyaOov — the  Good — is  Socratic ; and  the* 
denial  of  any  existence  to  things  opposed  to  the  Good  is 
an  explanation  of  that  passage  in  Plato’s  liejmblic,  where 
Socrates  declares  God  not  to  be  the  author  of  all  things,  but 
only  of  such  as  are  good.* 

The  Megaric  doctrine  is  therefore  the  Eleatic  doctrine, 
with  an  Ethical  tendency  borrowed  from  Socrates,  who 
taught  that  virtue  wiis  not  any  partial  cultivation  of  the 
human  mind,  but  constitutes  the  true  and  entire  essence  of 
the  rational  man,  and  indeed  of  the  whole  luiiverse.  The 
identification  of  Virtue  with  Wisdom  is  also  Socratic. 

With  respect  to  Euclid’s  dialectics  there  is  one  point, 
often  alluded  to,  variousl}'  interpreted,  and  wliich  is  in  direct 
opposition  to  the  Method  of  Socrates.  In  refuting  .his 

* ifdi^wv  atriov  ih¥  itXXd  rwy  dyaBwy. — ii.  100.  * 
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adversaries  be  did  not  attack  the  premisses,  but  tbe  conclu- 
sion.* Tbis  is  cei-tuiidy  not  tbe  manner  of  Socrates,  wbo 
always  managed  to  draw  new  conclusions  from  old  jtremisses, 
and  wbo,  as  Xenopbon  says,  proceeded  from  tbe  generally 
known  to  tbe  less  known.  As  if  to  mark  tbis  distinction  more 
completely,  we  are  told  tbat  Euclid  rejected  tbe  analogical 
mode  of  reasoning  (tov  Sia  irapa^o\r)s  \6yoi’).  If,  said  be,  tbe 
tilings  compared  are  alike,  it  is  better  to  confine  tbe  atten- 
tion to  tbat  originally  in  question  ; if  tbe  tilings  compared 
are  unlike,  there  must  be  eiTor  in  tbe  conclusion.  Tliis 
jirecept  strikes  into  tbe  weakness  of  Socrates’  metbod  of 
induction ; wbicb  was  a species  of  analogical  reasoning  not 
of  tbe  bigbest  order. 

In  dialectics  therefore  we  see  Euclid  following  out  tbe 
Eleatic  tendency,  and  carrying  forward  tbe  speculations  of 
Zeno.  It  was  tbis  portion  of  bis  doctrine  tbat  bis  imme- 
diate followers,  Eububdes,  Diodorus,  an^J  Alexinns,  under- 
took to  caiTy  out.  The  Socratic  element  was  further 
develojicd  by  Stilpo. 

‘The  majority  of  tbe  later  members  of  the  Megaric 
School,’  says  Ritter,  ‘ are  famous  either  for  tbe  refutation  of 
'opposite  doctrines,  or  for  the  invention  and  application  of 
certain  fallacies ; on  wbicb  account  they  were  occasionally 
called  Eristic!  and  Dialectic!.  StiU  it  may  be  presumed 
that  they  did  not  employ  these  fallacies  for  tbe  purposes  of 
delusion,  but  of  instructing  rash  and  hasty  thinkers,  and 
exemplifying  tbe  superficial  vanity  of  common  opinion.  At 
all  events  it  is  certain  that  they  were  mainly  occupied  with 
the  forms  of  thought,  more  perhaps  with  a view  to  the 
discovery  of  particular  rules,  than  to  tbe  foundation  of  a 
scientific  system  or  metbod. 

* Dioo.  I..4KBT.  ii.  107.  Tliis  ia  paraphrasMi  hj  Enfxeui  into  the  following 
eontmliclory  aUtement : — ‘ He  jwlged  that  legitimate  iirgtunentnlion  conaiata  in 
dednciDg  fair  coiicluaionB  from  acknowledged  premisaea.’ — Hint,  of  I'hil.  i.  1!)9. 
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THE  CYBENAICS. 

Aeistippus. 

Among  the  ‘imperfect  Socratista’  we  most  rank  Aris- 
tippus, the  foimder  of  the  Cyrenaic  School,  which 
borrowed  its  name  from  the  birthplace  of  its  founder — 
Cyrene,  in  Africa. 

Aristippus  was  descended  from  wealthy  and  distinguished 
parents,  and  was  consequently  thrown  into  the  vortex  of 
luxurious  debauchery  which  then  oharacterized  the  colony  of 
Minyrn.  He  came  over  to  Greece  to  attend  the  Olympic 
games  ; there  he  heard  so  much  of  the  wisdom  of  Socrates 
that  he  determined  on  listening  to  his  enchanting  discourse. 
He  made  Socrates  an  offer  of  a large  sum  of  money,  which, 
as  usual,  was  declined.  The  great  Talker  did  not  accept 
money ; but  he  willingly  admitted  Aristippus  among  the 
number  of  his  ■ disciples.  It  is  commonly  asserted  that  the 
pupil  did  not  agree  well  with  his  master,  and  that  his  fond- 
ness for  pleasure  was  offensive  to  Socrates.  There  is  no 
good  authority  for  such  an  assertion.  He  remained  with 
Socrates  until  the  execution  of  the  latter ; and  there  was  no 
bond  on  either  side  to  have  prevented  their  separation  as 
soon  as  they  disagreed.  The  impression  seems  to  have 
originated  in  the  discussion  reported  by.  Xenophon,*  wherein 
Aristippus  expresses  his  political  indifference,  and  Socrates, 
by  an  exaggerated  extension  of  logic,  endeavours  to  prove 
his  views  to  be  absurd.  But  this  is  simply  a divergence  of 

• MrmorahiHa,  ii.  1. 
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opinion,  such  as  must  have  existed  between  Socrates  and 
many  of  his  followers.  It  merely  shows  that  Aristippus 
thought  for  himself.  Socrates  with  such  men  as  Aristippus 
and  Alcibiades  reminds  one  of  Dr.  Johnson  with  the  ‘ young 
bloods  ’ Topham  Beauclerk  and  Bennet  Langton : he  was 
wise  enough  and  tolerant  enough  not  to  allow  his  virtue  to 
be  scandalized  by  their  love  of  pleasure. 

From  Athens  he  went  to  .®gina,  whefe  he  met  with  Lais, 
the  world-renowned  courtesan,  whom  he  accompanied  to 
Corinth.  On  his  way  from  Corinth  to  Asia  he  was  shipwrecked 
on  the  island  of  Rhodes.  On  the  sea-coast  he  discovered  a 
geometrical  diagram,  and  exclaimed,  ‘ Take  courage ; I see 
here  the  footsteps  of  men.’  On  arriving  at  the  principal 
town,  he  managed  to  procure  for  himself  and  friends  a 
hospitable  reception.  He  used  to  say,  ‘ Send  two  men 
amongst  strangers,  and  you  will  see  the  advantage  of  the 
philosopher.’ 

Aristippus  was  one  of  those 

‘ Children  of  the  Sun,  whose  blood  is  fire ; ' 

but  to  strong  sensual  passions  he  vmited  a calm  regulative 
intellect.  Prone  to  luxury,  he  avoided  excess.  Easy  and 
careless  in  ordinary  affairs,  he  had  great  dominion  over 
his  desires.  Pleasure  was  his  grand  object  in  life ; but 
he  knew  how  to  temper  enjojuneut  with  moderation.  In 
disposition  he  was  easy  and  yielding,  a ‘ fellow  of  infinite 
mirth,’  a philosopher  whose  brow  was  never  ‘ sicklied  o’er 
with  the  pale  cast  of  thought.’  He  hiid  none  of  that 
dignity  which  mistakes  a stiff  neck  for  healthy  virtue.  He 
had  no  sternness.  Gay,  brilliant,  careless,  and  eiy'oying, 
he  became  the  ornament  and  delight  of  the  Court  of 
Dionysius ; — that  Court  already  illustrious  by  the  splendid 
genius  of  Plato  and  the  rigid  abstinence  of  Diogenes.  The 
grave  deportment  of  Plato  and  the  savage  virtue  of  Diogenes 
had  less  charm  for  the  Tyrant  than  the  easy  gaiety  of 
Aristippus,  whoso  very  vices  were  elegant.  His  ready  wit 
was  often  put  to  the  test.  On  one  occasion  three  hetwrae 
were  presented  for  him  to  make  a choice : he  took  them  all 
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three,  observing  that  it  had  been  fatal  even  to  Paris  to  make 
a choice.  On  another  occasion,  in  a dispute  '(vith  ^Eschines, 
who  was  becoming  violent,  he  said,  ‘ Let  us  give  over.  We 
have  quarrelled,  it  is  true,  but  I,  as  your  senior,  have  a right 
to  claim  the  jtrccedeticy  in  the  reconciliation.’  * In  his  old- 
age  he  appears  to  have  returned  to  Gyrene,  and  there  opened 
his  school. 

His  philosophy,  as  Hegel  remarks,  takes  its  colour  from 
his  personality.  So  individual  is  it,  that  we  should  have 
passed  it  over  entirely,  had  it  not  been  a precursor  of  Epi- 
cureanism. Its  relation  to  Socrates  is  also  important. 

In  the  only  passage  in  which,  as  far  as  we  know,  Aristotlef 
mentions  Aristippus,  he  speaks  of  him  as  a Sophist.  What 
does  this  mean?  Was  he  one  of  the  professed  Sophists? 
No.  It  means,  we  believe,  that  he  shared  the  opinion  of  the 
Sophists  respecting  the  uncertainty  of  Science.  That  he 
did  share  this  opinion  is  evident  from  Sextus  Empiricus,J 
who  details  his  reasons : such  as,  that  external  objects  make 
different  impressions  on  different  senses ; the  names  which 
we  impose  on  these  objects  express  our  sensations,  but  do 
not  express  the  things ; there  is  no  eriterium  of  truth ; each 
judges  according  to  his  impressions  ; none  judge  correctly. 

In  so  far  he  was  a Sophist ; but,'  as  tho  disciple  of  Socrates, 
he  learned  that  the  eriterium  of  truth  must  be  sought  within. 
He  dismissed  with  contempt  all  physical  speculations,  as 
subjects  beyond  human  comprehension,  and  concentrated  his 
researches  upon  the  moral  constitution  of  man. 

* Several  of  his  repartees  are  recorded  by  LAKBTirs.  Wo  add  the  best  of 
them Soinus,  the  treasurer  of  Dionysius,  a man  of  low  character  but  immense 
wealth,  ODCo  showed  Aristippus  over  his  house.  While  he  was  expatiating  on  the 
splendour  of  every  part,  even  to  the  floors,  the  philosopher  spat  in  his  face.  Scintis 
Was  furious.  * Pardon  me,*  exclaimed  Aristippus,  * there  was  no  other  place  where 
I could  have  spat  with  decency.*  One  day,  in  interceding  with  the  Tyrant  for  a 
friend,  ho  threw  himself  on  his  knees.  Being  reproached  for  such  want  of  dignity, 
he  answeretl,  ‘ Is  it  my  fault  if  Dionysius  has  his  cars  in  his  feet  ? * One  day  be 
asked  the  Tyrant  for  some  money.  Dionysius  made  him  own  that  a philosopher 
had  no  need  of  money.  ‘Give,  give,’  replied  Aristippus,  ‘and  we  will  settle  the 
question  at  once.'  Dionysius  gave.  said  the  philosopher,  ‘ I have  no  need 

of  money.’ 

t Me/apA.  iii.  2.  J At/v.  Af/z/A.  vii.  173. 
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In  so  far  he  waa  a Socratist.  But,  although  he  took  his 
main  direction  from  Socrates,  yet  his  own  individuality 
quickly  turned  him  into  bye-paths  which  liis  master  would 
have  shunned.  His  was  not  a scientific  intellect.  Logical 
deduction,  which  was  the  rigorous  process  of  his  master, 
suited  neitlier  his  views  nor  his  disposition.  He  was  averse 
from  abstract  speculations.  His  tendency  was  directly 
towards  the  concrete.  Hence,  while  Socrates  was  preaching 
about  The  Good,  Aristippus  wished  to  specify  what  it  was ; 
and  resolved  it  into  Pleasure.  It  was  the  pith  and  kernel 
of  Socrates’  Ethical  system,  that  Happiness  was  the  aim  and 
desire  of  all  men — the  motor  of  all  action ; men  only  erred 
because  of  erroneous  notions  of  what  constituted  Happiness. 
Thus  the  wise  man  alone  knew  that  to  endure  an  injury  was 
better  than  to  inflict  it ; ho  alone  knew  that  immoderate 
gratification  of  the  senses,  being  followed  by  misery,  did  not 
constitute  Happiness,  but  the  contrary.  Aristippus  thought 
this  too  vague.  He  not  only  reduced  this  general  idea  to  a 
more  specific  one,  namely.  Pleasure  ; he  endeavoured  to  show 
how  truth  had  its  only  criterium  in  the  sensation  of  pleasure 
or  of  pain.  Of  that  which  is  without  us  we  can  know  nothing 
truly ; we  only  know  through  ovir  senses,  and  our  senses 
deceive  us  with  respect  to  objects.  But  our  senses  do  not 
deceive  us  with  respect  to  our  sensations.  We  may  not  per- 
ceive things  truly ; but  it  is  true  that  we  perceive.  We  may 
doubt  respecting  external  objects  ; we  cannot  doubt  respect- 
ing our  sensations.  Amongst  those  sensations  we  naturally 
seek  tlie  repetition  of  such  as  are  pleasurable,  and  shun 
those  that  are  painful. 

Pleasure,  then,  as  the  only  positive  good,  and  as  the  only 
positive  test  of  what  was  good,  he  declared  to  be  the  end  of 
life ; but,  inasmuch  as  for  constant  pleasure  the  soul  must 
preserve  its  dominion  over  desires,  this  pleasure  was  only 
another  form  of  the  Socratic  temperance.  It  is  distinguished 
from  the  Socratic  conception  of  Pleasure,  however,  in  being 
positive,  and  not  merely  the  gratification  of  a want.  In  the 
Phado,  Socrates,  on  being  released  from  his  chains,  reflects 
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upon  the  intimate  connection  of  pleasure  and  pain ; and 
calls  the  absence  of  pain  pleasure.  Aristippus,  on  the  con- 
trary, taught  that  pleasure  is  not  the  mere  removal  of  pain : 
they  are  both  positive  emotions ; non-pleasure  and  non-pain 
are  not  emotions,  but  as  it  were  the  sleep  of  the  soul.* 

In  the  application  of  this  doctrine  to  ethics,  Aristippus 
betrays  both  his  Sophistic  and  Socratic  education.  With  the 
Sophists  he  regarded  pleasure  and  pain  as  the  proper  criteria 
of  actions  ; no  action  being  in  itself  either  good  or  bad,  but 
only  such  according  to  convention.  With  Socrates,  however, 
he  regarded  the  advantages  acquired  by  injustice  to  be 
trifling ; whereas  the  evils  and  apprehensions  of  punishment 
are  considerable ; and  pleasure  was  the  result,  not  of  indivi- 
dual prosperity  alone,  but  of  the  welfare  of  the  whole  State. 

In  reviewing  the  philosophy,  such  as  it  was,  of  Aristippus, 
we  cannot  fail  to  be  struck  with  the  manifest  influence  of 
Socrates ; although  his  method  was  not  followed,  we  see  the 
ethical  tendency  predominatingf  In  the  Megaric  School  the 
abstract  idea  of  The  Good  (to  ar/a66v)  of  Socrates,  was 
grounded  on  the  Eleatio  conception  of  The  One.  In  the 
Cyrenaic,  the  abstract  conception  was  reduced  to  the  con- 
crete, Pleasure ; and  this  became  the  only  ground  of  certi- 
tude, and  morals  the  only  science.  In  the  Cynic  School  we 
shall  see  a still  farther  development  in  this  direction. 

• Diuo.  laEKT.  ii.  89.  ■ , 
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THE  CYEICS. 

Antisthenes  and  Diogenes. 

Cynicism  impostnl  on  antiquity  as  it  has  iinposeil  on 
manj-  modern  imat^inations,  by  the  energ’y  of  its  self- 
denials  ; but  it  is  a ‘ blasphemy  against  the  divine  beauty  of 
life,’  blasphemy  against  the  divinity  of  man.  To  lead  the 
life  of  a dog  is  not  the  ideal  for  man. 

Nevertheless  there  were  some  points  both  in  the  characters 
and  doctrines  of  the  foundert  of  this  School  which  may  justly 
claim  the  admiration  of  mankind.  Their  conteinponiries 
regarded  them  with  feelings  mingled  with  awe.  We  at  least 
may  pay  a tribute  to  their  energy. 

Antisthenes  was  born  at  Athens,  of  a Phrygian  mother. 
In  early  life  he  distinguished  himself  at  the  battle  of  Tanagra. 
After  this  he  studied  under  Gorgias,  the  Sophist,  and  estab- 
lished a school  for  himself ; but,  captivated  by  the  practical 
wisdom  of  Socrates,  he  ceased  to  touch,  and  became  once  more 
a pupil ; nay  more,  he  perstuuled  all  his  pupils  to  come  with 
him  to  Socrates,  and  there  learn  true  wisdom.  This  is  genuine 
modesty,  such  as  philosophers  have  rarely  exhibited.  He 
was  then  somewhat  advanced  in  life ; his  ojiinions  on  many 
points  were  too  deeply  rooted  to  lie  exchangeil  for  others ; 
but  the  tendency  of  the  Socratic  philosophy  towards  Ethics, 
and  the  character  of  that  system  as  leading  to  the  moral 
perfection  of  man,  seemed  entirely  to  captivate  him.  It  will 
be  remembered  that  Socrates  did  not  teach  positive  doctruies  ; 
he  enabled  each  earnest  thinker  ta  evolve  a doctrine  for 
himself.  AU  Socrates  did,  was  to  give  an  impulsion  in  a 
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certain  direction,  and  to  furnisli  a certain  Method.  His  real 
disciples  accepted  the  Method ; his  imperfect  disciples  only 
accepted  the  impulsion.  Antisthenes  was  of  the  latter. 
Accordingly,  his  system  was  essentially  personal.  He  was 
stern,  and  his  doctrine  was  rigid ; he  was  proud,  and  his 
doctrine  was  haughty ; he  was  cold,  and  his  doctrine  was 
imsympathizing  and  self-isolating ; he  was  brave,  and  his 
doctrine  was  a battle.  The  etfeminacy  of  the  luxurious  he 
despised ; the  baseness  of  courtiers  and  flatterers  he  hated. 
He  worshipped  Virtue ; but  it  was  Virtue  sometimes  ferocious 
and  unbending. 

Even  whilst  with  Socrates  he  displayed  his  contempt  of 
ordinary  usages,  and  his  pride  in  difieiing  from  other  men. 
He  used  to  appear  in  a threadbare  cloak,  with  ostentatious 
poverty.  Socrates  saw  through  it  all,  and  exclaimed,  ‘ I see 
your  vanity,  Antisthenes,  peering  through  holes  in  your 
cloak ! ’ How  diflerent  was  this  from  Socrates  ! He,  too, 
had  inured  himself  to  poverty,  to  heat  and  to  cold,  in  order 
that  he  might  bear  the  chances  of  fortune ; but  he  matle  no 
virtue  of  being  ragged,  hungry,  and  cold.  Antisthenes  thought 
he  could  only  preserve  his  virtue  by  becoming  a savage.  He 
wore  no  garment  except  d coarse  cloak  ; allowed  his  beard  to 
grow ; carried  a wallet  and  a staff ; and  renounced  all  diet 
but  the  simplest.  His  maimers  corresponded  to  his  appear- 
ance. Stem,  reproachful,  and  bitter  in  his  language  ; care- 
less and  indecent  in  his  gestures.  His  contempt  of  all 
sensual  enjoyment  was  expressed  in  his  saying,  ‘ I would 
rather  be  mod  than  sensual ! ’ * 

On  the  death  of  Socrates  he  formed  a school,  and  chose  for 
his  place  of  meeting  a public  place  in  that  quarter  of  Athens 
called  the  Cynosarges,  from  which  some  say  the  sect  of 
Cynics  derives  its  name ; others  derive  it  from  the  snarling 
propensities  of  the  founder,  who  was  frequently  called  ‘ The 
Dog.’  As  he  grew  old,  his  gloomy  temper  became  morose  ; 

* It  is  thus  we  would  inU  rpret  Dioo.  I>arrt.  vi.  3 : — Mow/ij*'  ^ 

Ritteb  gtYcs  tliis  Torsion  : — ' 1 had  rather  go  mad  than  experience  pleasure ; * 
which  is  an  outrageous  sentiment. 
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he  became  so  insupportable  that  all  his  scholars  left  him, 
except  Diogenes  of  Sinope,  who  was  with  him  at  his  death. 
In  his  last  agony,  Diogenes  asked  him  whether  he  needed  a 
friend.  ‘ Will  a friend  release  me  from  this  pain  ? ’ he  re- 
plied. Diogenes  gave  him  a dagger,  saying,  ‘ This  will.’  ‘ I 
wish  to  be  freed  from  pain,  not  from  life,’  was  the  reply. 

The  contempt  he  unifonnly  expressed  for  mankind  may 
be  read  in  two  of  his  sayings.  Being  asked,  what  was  the 
peculiar  advantage  to  be  derived  from  philosophy,  he  an- 
swered, ‘ It  enables  me  to  keep  company  with  myself.’  Being 
told  that  he  was  greatly  praised  by  many,  ‘ Have  I done 
anjlhing  wrong,  then,  that  I am  praised  ? ’ he  asked.* 

Diogenes  of  Sinope  is  generally  remembered  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  Cynicism  ; probably  because  more  anecdotes  of 
his  life  have  descended  to  us.  He  was  the  son  of  a banker 
at  Sinope,  who  was  convicted  of  debasing  the  coin ; an  affair 
in  which  the  son  was  also  supposed  to  have  been  implicated. 
Diogenes  fled  to  Athens.  From  the  heights  of  siilendour 
and  extravagance,  he  found  himself  reduced  to  squalid 
poverty.  The  magnificence  of  poverty,  which  Antisthenes 
proclaimed,!  attracted  him.  Poor,  he  was  ready  to  embrace 
the  philosophy  of  poverty ; an  outcast,  he  was  reiuly  to 
isolate  himself  from  society  ; branded  with  disgrace,  he  was 
ready  to  shelter  himself  under  a philosophy  which  branded 
all  society.  Having  in  his  own  person  experienced  how 
little  wealth  and  luxury  can  do  for  the  happiness  of  man,  he 
was  the  more  inclined  to  try  the  converse ; having  expe- 
rienced how  wealth  prompts  to  vice,  and  how  desires 
generate  desires,  he  was  wUling  to  try  the  etficacy  of  poverty 
and  virtue.  He  went  to  Antisthenes  ; was  refused.  He  con- 
tinued to  .offer  himself  to  the  Cynic  as  a scholar  ; the  Cynic 
raised  his  knotty  staff,  and  threatened  to  strike  him  if  he  did 
not  depart.  ‘ Strike  ! ’ replied  Diogenes  ; ‘ you  will  not  find 

• I)B.  Enkiki.d,  who  gcnonilly  manages  to  introduce  some  blunder  into  every 
page,  lias  8poil«l  this  repartee,  by  giving  it  as  a reply  to  the  praise  of  a >>ad  man. 
Yet  the  language  of  Hiogeiiea  Laertius  is  very  es plicit noAAoi  at  imuunvai 
(vi.  8). 

t Sec  Xesopuom  : Banquet. 
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a stick  liard  enough  to  conquer  my  perseverance.’  An- 
tiatbenes,  overcome,  accepted  liim  as  a pupil. 

To  live  a life  of  virtue  was  henceforward  his  sole  aim. 

That  virtue  was  Cynicism.  It  consisted  in  the  complete 
renunciation  of  all  luxury — the  subjugation  of  all  sensiml 
desires.  It  was  a war  carried  on  by  the  Mind  against  the 
Body.  As  with  the  Ascetics  of  a later  day,  the  basis  of  a 
pure  hfe  was  thought  to  be  the  annihilation  of  the  Body ; 
the  nearer  any  one  approached  to  such  a suicide,  the  nearer 
he  was  to  the  ideal  of  virtue.  The  Body  was  vile,  filthy, 
degraded,  and  degrading ; it  was  the  curse  of  man ; it  was 
the  clog  upon  the  free  development  of  Mind  ; it  was  wrestled 
with,  hated,  and  despised.  This  beautiful  Body,  so  richly 
endowed  for  enjoyment,  was  regarded  as  the  ‘ sink  of  all 
iniquity.’ 

Accordingly,  Diogenes  limited  his  desires  to  necessities. 

He  ate  little ; and  what  he  ate  was  of  the  coarsest.  He  tried 
to  live  upon  raw  meat  and  unboiled  vegetables ; but  failed. 

His  dress  consisted  solely  of  a cloak  : when  he  asked  Antis- 
thencs  for  a shirt,  he  was  told  to  fold  his  cloak  in  two ; he 
did  so.  A wallet  and  a huge  stick  completed  his  itecoutre- 
ments.  Seeing  a little  boy  drinking  water  out  of  his  scooped 
hand,  he  threw  away  his  cup,  declaring  it  superfluous.  He 
slept  under  the  marble  {porticoes  of  the  buildings,  or  in  his 
celebrated  Tub,  which  was  his  place  of  residence.  He  took 
his  meals  in  public.  In  public  he  performed  all  those  actions 
which  decency  has  condemned  to  privacy.  Decency  of  every 
kind  he  studiously  outraged.  It  was  a part  of  his  system  to 
do  so.  Everything,  not  in  itself  improper,  ought,  he  said,  to 
be  j)erformed  publicly.  Besides,  he  was  wont  to  annoy 
people  with  indecent  gestures ; had  he  a philosophical  reason 
for  that  also  ? 

Doubts  have  been  expressed  respecting  his  Tub,  which,  it 
is  thought,  was  only  an  occasional  residence,  and  used  by 
him  as  expressive  of  his  contempt  for  luxury.  We  incline,  • 
however,  to  the  tradition.  It  is  in  keeping  with  aU  we  know 
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of  the  man ; and  that  a Tub  could  suffice  for  a domicile  we 
may  guess  from  Aristophanes.* 

It  is  not  difficult  to  imagine  the  effect  created  by  the 
Cynics  in  the  gsiy,  luxurious  city  of  Athens.  There  the 
climate,  no  less  than  the  prevailing  manners,  incited  every 
one  to  enjoyment.  The  C3’nics  told  them  that  enjoyment  was 
unworthy  of  men ; that  there  were  higher  and  purer  things 
for  man  to  seek.  To  tlie  polished  elegance  of  Athenian 
manners  the  Cynics  opposed  the  most  brutul  coarseness  they 
could  assume.  To  the  friendly  flatteries  of  conversation  they 
opiMJsed  tlie  bitterest  pungencies  of  malevolent  frankness. 
They  despised  all  men ; and  told  them  so. 

Now,  although  we  cannot  but  regard  Cjmicism  as  a very 
preposterous  doctrine — as  a feeble  solution  of  the  great  pro- 
blem of  morals,  and  not  a very  amiable  feebleness — w'e  admit 
that  it  required  some  great  qualities  in  its  upholders.  It 
required  a great  rude  energy  ; a fanatical  logicality  of  mind ; 
a power  over  self, — narrow  it  may  be,  but  stUl  a power. 
These  quaUtios  are  not  common  qualities,  and  therefore  they 
command  respect.  Any  d(’viation  from  the  beaten  path  im- 
plies a certain  resolution  ; a steady  and  consistent  deviation 
implies  force.  All  men  respect  force.  The  power  of  sub- 
jugating orflinary  desires  to  one  remote  but  calculated  end, 
always  impresses  men  with  a sense  of  unusual  power.  Few 
are  aware  that  to  regulate  desires  is  more  difficult  than  to 
subjugate  them — requires  greater  power  of  mind,  greater 
will,  greater  constancy.  Yet  every'  one  knows  that  abstinence 
is  easier  than  temperance : on  the  same  principle,  it  is  easier 
to  be  a Cynic  than  a wise  and  virtuous  Epicurean. 

That  which  prevents  our  feeling  the  rcsyiect  for  the 
Cynics  which  the  ancients  seem  to  have  felt,  and  which, 
indeed,  some  portions  of  the  Cynical  doctrine  -would  other- 
wise induce  us  to  feel,  is  the  studious  and  uncalled-for 
outrages  on  common  decency  and  humanity  which  Diogenes, 

* Knight*^  793:  the  people  are  there  apoken  of  as  having  heen  force*!  to  live, 
during  the  war,  in  ‘ pigeon-bolea  and  corners  of  turrets : ‘ yvniploa  sal  wvpyiSiois  ; 
unh'ss,  indeed,  this  is  purely  a metaphorical  expression. 
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especially,  peri>etrated.  All  the  anecdotes  that  have  come 
down  to  us  seem  to  reveal  a snarling  and  malevolent  spirit, 
worshipping  Virtue  only  because  it  was  opposed  to  the  vices 
of  contemporaries ; taking  a pride  in  poverty  and  simplicity 
oidy  because  others  sought  wealth  and  luxury.  It  may  be 
well  to  raise  an  earnest  protest  against  the  vices  of  one’s  age ; 
but  it  is  not  well  to  bring  virtue  into  discredit  by  the  manner 
of  the  protest.  Doubtless  the  Athenians  needed  reproof  and 
reformation,  and  some  exaggeration  on  the  opposite  side 
might  have  been  allowed  to  the  reformers.  But  Diogenes 
was  so  feeble  in  doctrine,  so  brutal  in  manner,  that  we  doubt 
whether  the  debauchery  of  the  first  proflig^ate  in  that  pro- 
fligate city  were  more  reprehensible  than  the  debauchery  of 
pride  which  disgraced  the  Cynic.  The  whole  character  of 
the  man  is  exhibited  in  one  anecdote.  Plato  had  given  a 
splendid  entertainment  to  some  friends.  Diogenes  entered, 
unbidden,  and  stamping  on  the  rich  carpets,  said,  ‘ Thus  I 
trample  on  the  pride  of  Plato  ; ’ whereupon  Plato  admirably 
replied,  ‘ With  greater  pride,  O Diogenes.’ 

Diogenes,  doubtless,  practised  great  abstinence.  He  made 
a virtue  of  his  necessity ; and,  being  poor,  resolved  to  be 
ostentatiously  poor.  The  ostentation,  being  novel,  was  mis- 
taken for  something  greater  than  it  was ; being  in  con- 
tradiction to  the  universal  tendency  of  his  contemporaries,  it 
was  supposed  to  spring  from  higher  motives.  There  are  men 
who  bear  poverty  meekly ; there  are  men  who  look  upon 
wealth  without  envy,  certain  that  wealth  does  not  give 
happiness ; there  are  men  whose  souls  arc  so  fixed  on  higher 
things  as  utterly  to  disregard  the  pomps  and  shows  of  the 
world  ; but  none  of  these  despise  wealth,  they  disregard  it ; 
none  of  the^  display  their  feelings,  they  are  content  to  act 
upon  them.  The  virtue  which  is  loud,  noisy,  ostentatious, 
and  self-affirmative,  looks  very  like  an  obtrusive  egoism.  And 
this  was  the  virtue  of  the  Cynics.  Pretending  to  reform 
mankind,  it  began  by  blaspheming  humanity ; pretending  to 
correct  the  effeminacies  of  the  age,  it  studiously  outraged  all 
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the  decencies  of  life.  Eluding  the  real  difficulty  of  the 
problem,  it  pretended  to  solve  it  by  unabashed  insolence. 

In  his  old-age  Diogenes  was  taken  captive  by  pirates,  who 
carried  him  to  Crete,  and  exposed  him  for  sale  as  a slave. 
On  being  asked  what  he  could  do,  he  replied,  ‘ Govern  men ; 
sell  me,  therefore,  to  one  who  wants  a master.’  Xeniades,  a 
wealthy  Corinthian,  struck  with  this  reply,  purchased  him, 
and,  on  returning  to  Corinth,  gave  him  his  liberty  and  con- 
signed his  children  to  his  education.  The  children  were  taught 
to  bo  Cynics,  much  to  their  own  satisfaction.  It  was  during 
this  period  that  his  world-renowned  interview  with  Alexander 
took  place.  The  prince,  surprised  at  not  seeing  Diogenes 
joining  the  crowd  of  his  flatterers,  went  to  see  him.  He 
found  the  Cynic  sitting  in  his  tub,  basking  in  the  sun.  ‘ I 
am  Alexander  the  Great,’  said  he.  ‘ I am  Diogenes  the 
Cynic,’  was  the  reply.  Alexander  then  asked  him  if  there  was 
anything  he  could  do  for  him.  ‘ Yes,  stand  aside  from  between 
me  and  the  sun.’  Surprised  at  such  indifierence  to  princely 
favour — an  indifierence  so  strikingly  contrasted  with  every- 
thing he  could  hitherto  have  witnessed — he  exclaimed,  ‘ Were 
I not  Alexander,  I would  be  Diogenes ! ’ One  day,  being 
brought  before  the  King,  and  being  asked  who  he  was, 
Diogenes  replied,  ‘A  spy  on  your  cupidity;’  language,  the 
boldness  of  which  must  have  gained  him  universal  ad- 
miration, because  implying  great  singularity  as  well  as  force 
of  character. 

Singularity  and  Insolence  may  be  regarded  as  his  grand 
characteristics.  Both  of  these  are  exemplified  in  the  anecdote 
of  his  lighting  a lamp  in  the  daytime,  and  peering  about  the 
streets  as  if  earnestly  seeking  something : being  asked  what 
he  sought,  he  replied,  ‘ A Man.’  The  point  of  fhis  story  is 
lost  in  the  usual  version,  which  makes  him  seek  ‘ an  honest 
man.’  The  words  in  Laertius  are  simply,  avOpunov  — ‘ I 

seek  a man.’  Diogenes  did  not  seek  honesty ; he  wanted  to 
find  a Man,  in  whom  honesty  would  lx?  included  with  many 
other  qualities.  It  was  his  constant  reproach  to  his  con- 
temporaries, that  they  had  no  manhood.  He  said  he  had 
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never  seen  men ; at  Sparta  lie  had  seen  children ; at  Athens, 
women.  One  day  he  called  out,  ‘ Approach,  all  men  ! ’ When 
some  approached,  he  beat  them  back  with  his  club,  saying, 

‘ I called  for  men ; ye  are  excrements.’ 

Thus  he  lived  till  his  ninetieth  year,  bitter,  brutal,  os- 
tentatious, and  abstemious ; disgracing  the  title  of  ‘ The 
Dog  ’ (for  a dog  has  affection,  gratitude,  sympathy,  and 
caressing  manners),  yet  growling  over  his  imenvied  virtue  as 
a cur  growls  over  his  meatless  bone,  for  ever  snarling  and 
snapping  without  occasion  ; an  object  of  universal  attention, 
and,  from  many  quarters,  of  unfeigned  admiration.  One  day 
his  friends  went  to  see  him.  On  arriving  at  the  portico  under 
which  he  was  wont  to  sleep,  they  found  him  still  lying  on  the 
ground  wrapjied  in  his  cloak.  He  seemed  to  sleep.  They 
pushed  aside  the  folds  of  his  cloak  : he  was  dead.* 

The  Doctrine  of  the  Cynics  may  be  briefly  expounded. 
Antisthenes,  as  the  disciple  of  Gorgias,  was  imbued  with  the 
sophistical  principles  resja'cting  Science ; principles  which 
his  acquaintance  with  Socrates  did  not  alter.  He  maintained 
that  Science  was  impossible.  He  utterly  rejected  the  Socratic 
notion  of  Definitions.  He  said  that  a Definition  was  nothing 
but  a series  of  words  {\oyov  ficucpov,  ‘ a long  discourse  ’)  ; for 
which  Aristotle  calls  him  an  ignoramus. t To  the  Socratic 
notion  of  a Definition,  as  including  the  essence  of  a thing,  he 
opposed  the  Sophistic  notion  of  a Definition,  as  expressing  a 
purely  subjective  relation.  You  can  only  express  qualities, 
not  essences ; you  can  call  a thing  silver,  but  ybu  cannot  say 
in  what  it  consists.  Your  definition  is  only  verbal : hence 
the  first  step  in  education  should  be  the  study  of  words.  J 
What  was  the  consequence  of  this  scepticism  ? Tlie  con- 
sequence was,  that  the  CjTiics  answered  arguments  by  facts. 

* It  was  thought  that  he  ha<l  committetl  suicide  hy  holding  his  breath — a phy- 
siological impossibility.  Other  rersions  of  the  caiist'  of  his  death  were  current  in 
antiquity ; one  of  them  get'ms  consistent  with  his  character : it  makes  him  die  in 
consequence  of  dcTouring  a neat’s  foot  mw. 
t 'A*ot?«vTof. — Mrfaph.  yiii.  3. 

J Arrian,  Epictrt.,  I)i«s.  i.  17,  quotcxl  in  Rnr»R  and  Pnni.Lim,  //<>/.  Phi/ox. 
Oraco-Pomana  rx  /ontium  locis  coutrxta  (Hamburg,  1838),  p.  171 
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When  some  one  was  arg^iing  in  support  of  Zeno  of  Elea’s 
notion  respecting  the  impossibility  of  movement,  Diogenes 
rose  and  walked.  Definitions  might  prove  that  there  was  no 
motion ; but  definitions  were  only  verbal,  and  could  be  an- 
swered by  facts. 

This  refuge  found  in  common-sense  against  the  assaults  of 
logic,  enabled  the  C^Tiics  to  shape  a doctrine  of  morals  which 
had  some  certain  basis.  As  they  answered  arguments  by 
facts,  so  they  made  actions  tsike  the  place  of  precepts.  Instead 
of  speculating  about  virtue,  they  endeavoured  to  be  virtuous. 
Socrates  had  brought  philosophy  from  the  clouds  ; the  Cynics 
endeavoured  to  bring  it  into  daily  practice.  Their  personal 
dispositions  gave  the  peculiar  colouring  to  their  doctrine,  as 
that  of  Aristippus  had  done  to  the  Cyrenaic. 
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Restoration  of  Philosophy  to  its  widest  Aims — Attempts 
to  follow  up  the  Negative  Dialectics  of  Socrates 
with  an  affirmative  solution  of  the  chief  problems — 
The  necessity  for  a Criterion  of  Philosophy  becomes 
for  the  first  time  distinctly  recognised — The  ansirer 
to  this  question  gives  a logical  basis  to  the  Sub- 
jective Method. 


CHAPTER  I. 

Life  op  Plato. 

‘ TTPITH  Plato  Plulosophy  begins  to  be  a science,’  says 
T T Hegel* — a statement  which  may  be  questioned,  as  may 
almost  every  other  statement  that  can  be  made  about  Plato ; 
for,  singularly  enough,  although  he  is  the  first  of  the  early 
thinkers  whose  writings  have  floated  down  to  us  from  tho 
great  \vreck  of  Grecian  literature,  although  these  writings 
are  both  extensive  and  well  authenticated,  and  although  the 
immense  celebrity  of  his  name  has  never  sufiered  an  eclipse, 
there  is  scarcely  a single  point  in  his  teaching  which  is  not 
open  to  critical  question,  and  which  has  not  been  alternately 
affirmed  and  denied  by  competent  critics.  If  among  Platonic 
students  the  diversities  of  opinion  are  important  and  in- 
cessant, we  need  not  be  surprised  to  find  the  opinions  current 
in  general  literature  absurdly  wide  of  the  truth.  A certaia 

* Heokl,  Gtseh.  d.  Phil.  ii.  169, 

VOL.  I.  O 


Digitized  byCoOgle 


104 


LIFE  OF  riATO. 


mythical  reverence  snrroimds  his  name.  No  ancient  is  more 
frequently  invoked  by  men  who  have  never  looked  into  one 
of  the  dialogues,  and  by  men  who  would  understand  very 
little  if  they  did  look.  Writers  in  search  of  a label  for  some 
vapoury  rhetoric  of  their  own  are  fond  of  finding  one  in 
Plato,  ‘ the  great  Idealist.’  Theologians  and  metaphysicians, 
more  anxious  about  authorities  than  reasons,  refer  with  pecu- 
liar complacency  to  Plato  as  the  ‘ eloquent  advocate  ’ of  the 
immateriality  and  immortality  of  the  soul,  never  troubling 
themselves  with  the  consideration  that  the  ideas  of  Plato  on 
the  soul  were  such  as  if  openly  stated  they  would  indignantly 
reject. 

It  requires  but  a slight  acquaintance  with  his  writings  to 
discover  that  although  the  cast  of  his  mind  was  such  that 
only  tlie  highest  subjects  had  interest  for  him  (and  the  high- 
est subjects  naturally  ally  themselves  with  poetrj'),  yet  in  his 
philosophical  efforts  he  was  not  actuated  by  a desire  to  flatter 
the  sensibilities  of  his  audience,  but  to  shatter  their  false 
illusions  by  a severe  logic.  He  wrote  poetry  in  his  youth  ; 
in  mature  age  he  wrote  vehemently  against  it.  In  his 
dialogues  he  appears  anything  but  ‘ dreamy ; ’ anything  but 
‘ an  Idealist,’  as  that  phrase  is  usually  rmderstood.  He  is  an 
inveterate  dialectician,  a severe  and  abstract  thinker,  and  a 
great  sophist.  His  metaphysics  are  of  a nature  so  abstract 
and  so  subtle  that  they  frighten  away  all  but  the  most  de- 
termined students.  His  views  on  morals  and  politics,  so  far 
from  having  any  romantic  tinge,  are  the  ne  pltts  ultra  of 
logical  severity  : hard,  uncompromising,  and  above  humanity. 
He  had  learned  to  look  upon  human  passion  as  a disease, 
and  human  pleasure  as  a frivolity.  The  only  thing  worth 
living  for  was  truth.  Dialectics  was  the  noblest  exercise  of 
humanity. 

Even  the  current  notions  respecting  his  style  are  erroneous. 
It  is  not  a ‘ poetical  ’ metaphorical  style.  It  has  unmis- 
takable beauties,  but  not  the  beauties  popularly  attributed  to 
it.  Its  power  is  dramatic  power,  though  that  is  overpraised. 
The  best  dialogues  contain  some  excellent  scenes  of  comedy, 
though  no  sooner  does  the  argumentation  begin  than  all 
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this  cbamatic  vis  disappears.  Character,  banter,  irony,  and 
animation  arc  there,  but  scarcely  any  imagery,  and  that 
seldom  beautiful.*  His  object  was  to  refute  or  to  convince ; 
his  illustrations  are  therefore  homely.  When  fit  occasion 
arrives  he  can  be  eloquent  and  poetical.  He  clothes  some 
mj'ths  in  language  of  splendid  beauty ; and  there  are  many 
felicitous  passages  scattered  through  the  dreary  waste  of 
dialectical  quibbling  and  obscurity.  These  passages  have 
been  quoted  by  various  writers  ; and  general  readers  have 
supposed  that  Plato  always  wrote  thus  felicitously. 

I do  not  expect  that  a judgment  of  Plato  so  opposed  to  the 
traditional  admiration  of  his  style  will  be  generally  accepb'd. 
I can  only  say  that  such  is  the  opinion  I have  formed,  and  that 
I came  to  it  through  study  of  the  works,  having  commenced, 
and  for  a long  while  continued,  the  study  under  the  bias  of 
tradition.  With  regard  to  the  dramatic  power  exhibited, 
there  has  perhaps  been  little  exaggeration  in  the  praises  of 
critics ; but  there  has  been  an  oversight  in  regard  to  the 
sudden  cessation  of  the  dramatic  ventriloquence  (so  to  speak), 
which  having  animated  the  mise  eti  schie  of  the  characters, 
disappears  as  soon  as  the  business  of  the  dialogue  begins. 
In  the  introductions  tlie  characters  speak  ; in  the  argument  it 
is  Plato  who  speaks  just  what  the  needs  of  his  argument 
require,  and  the  debaters,  instead  of  debating,  assent,  en- 
quire, and  expound,  but  rarely  speak  dramaticallj'. 

Aristocles,  surnamed  Plato  (the  broad-browed),t  was  the 

* * Even  upon  abstruct  subjects,  whether  moml,  metaphysical,  or  mathematical, 
the  lan^i^gG  of  Plato  in  clear  ns  the  running  stream  ; and  in  simplicity  and  sweet* 
ness  vies  with  the  humble  violet  which  p<*rfume8  the  vale/ — Exkifxd,  HUt.  of 
Phil.  ii.  221.  Whenever  you  meet  with  such  trash  as  this,  be  dubious  that  the 
writer  of  it  ever  read  Plato.  Aristotlk  capitally  dcscribt>s  Plato’s  style  as  * a 
middle  species  of  diction  between  verse  and  prosi*/  It  has  rhythm  rather  than 
imagery. 

t Some  writers  incline  to  the  opinion  that  * Plato’  was  the  epithet  of  broad- 
browed  ; others  of  broad-shouldered  ; others,  again,  that  it  was  expressive  of  iho 
breadth  of  his  style.  This  last  is  absurd.  The  author  of  the  article  Plato  in  the 
Penny  Cycl&p^ia  pronounces  all  the  above  explanations  to  be  ‘idle,  as  the  name 
of  Plato  was  of  common  occurrence  among  the  Athenians  of  that  time/  Put 
surely  Aristocles  was  not  endowed  with  tliis  sumamo  of  Plato  without  cause? 
Unless  he  derived  the  name  from  a relation,  he  may  have  derived  it  from  one  of 
the  above  causes. 
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son  of  Ariston  and  Perictione,  was  bom  at  Athens  or  .ffigina, 
on  the  7th  Thargolion  (about  the  middle  of  May),  B.  c-  427. 
His  childhood  and  youth  consequently  sjTichronize  with  the 
Pelopoimesian  war,  the  most  active  and  brilliant  period  of 
Grecian  thought  and  action.  His  lineage  was  illustrious : on 
the  maternal  side  he  was  connected  with  Solon. 

So  great  a name  could  not  escape  becoming  the  nucleus  of 
many  fables,  and  we  find  the  later  historians  gravely  repeat- 
ing various  miraculous  events  connected  with  him.  He  was 
said  to  be  the  child  of  Apollo,  his  mother  a virgin.  Ariston, 
though  betrothed  to  Perictione,  delayed  his  marriage,  because 
ApoUo  had  appeared  to  him  in  a dream,  and  told  him  that 
she  was  with  child. 

Plato’s  education  was  excellent ; and  in  gjunnastics  he  was 
sufficiently  skilled  to  contend  at  the  Pj'thian  and  Isthmian 
games.  Like  a true  Greek,  he  attached  extreme  importance 
to  gymnastics,  as  doing  for  the  body  what  dialectics  did  for 
the  mind  ; and,  like  a true  Greek,  he  did  not  sufier  these 
exercises  to  absorb  his  chief  time  and  attention : poetry, 
music;  and  rhetoric  were  assiduously  cultivated,  and  with 
some  success.  He  wrote  an  epic  poem,  besides  some  trage- 
dies, dithyrambics,  lyrics,  and  epigrams.  The  epic  he  is 
said  to  have  burned  in  a fit  of  despair  on  comparing  it  with 
Homer.  The  tragedies  he  burned  on  becoming  acquainted 
with  Socrates.  Some  of  the  epigrams  have  been  preserved. 
One  of  them  is  very  pretty  ; — 

*Affr4pai  ^IffaBpus,  ytyolfiriw 

Ovpayhs,  iis  iro\Aoi$  Sfifuuriy  cfi  o’c  $\4w». 

Thoti  giuost  on  the  stars ; ah  I would  I were  the  skies, 

That  I might  gaze  on  thee  with  uU  my  thousand  eyest 

His  studies  of  poetry  were  mingled  with  those  of  philo- 
sophy, which  he  must  have  cultivated  early ; for  we  know 
that  he  was  only  twenty  when  he  first  went  to  Socrates,  and 
we  also  know  that  he  had  been  taught  by  Cnitvlus  before  he 
knew  Socrates.  Early  he  must  have  felt 

A presence  tliat  disturbed  him  with  the  joy 
Of  elevated  thoughts  ; a sense  sublime 
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Of  something  far  more  deeply  interfused, 
Whose  dwelling  is  the  light  of  setting  suns, 
And  the  round  ocean,  and  the  living  air, 

And  the  blue  sky,  and  in  the  mind  of  man: 

A motion  and  a spirit  that  impels 

All  thinking  things,  all  objects  of  all  thought. 

And  rolls  through  all  things. 


A deep  and  meditative  spirit  led  him  to  question  Nature. 
The  sombre  philosophy  of  Heraclitus  suited  weU  with  his 
melancholy  youth.  Scepticism,  which  was  the  product  of  that 
age,  had  seized  on  Plato  as  on  all  the  rest.  This  scepticism, 
together  with  an  imperious  craving  for  belief  which  struggled 
with  the  scepticism,  found  breathing-room  in  the  doctrines 
of  Socrates ; and  the  young  scholar  learned  that  without 
impugning  the  justice  of  his  doubts,  he  could  escape  them 
by  seeking  Truth  elsewhere. 

‘ But  though  Plato,’  says  Mr.  Grote,  ‘ may  have  commenced 
at  the  age  of  twenty  his  acquaintance  with  Sokrates,  he  cannot 
have  been  exclusively  occupied  in  philosophical  pursuits  be- 
tween the  nineteenth  and  the  twenty-fifth  year  of  his  age — 
that  is,  between  409-403  b.o.  He  was  carried,  partly  by  his 
own  dispositions,  to  other  matters  besides  philosophy : and 
even  if  such  dispositions  had  not  existed,  the  exigencies  of  the 
time  pressed  upon  him  imperatively  as  an  Athenian  citizen. 
Even  under  ordinary  circumstances,  a young  Athenian  of 
eighteen  years  of  age,  as  soon  as  he  was  enrolled  on  the 
public  register  of  citizens,  was  required  to  take  the  memor- 
able military  oath  in  the  chapel  of  A glaums,  and  to  serve 
on  active  duty,  constant  or  nearly  constant,  for  two  years,  in 
various  posts  throughout  Attica,  for  the  defence  of  the 
country.  But  the  six  years  from  409-403  B.c.  were  years  of 
an  extraordinary  character.  They  included  the  most  strenu- 
ous public  efforts,  the  severest  suffering,  and  the  gravest 
political  revolution,  that  had  ever  occurred  at  Athens. 
Every  Athenian  citizen  was  of  necessity  put  upon  constant 
(almost  daily)  military  service ; either  abroad,  er  in  Attica 
against  the  Lacedaemonian  garrison  established  in  the 
permanent  fortified  post  of  Dekelcia,  within  sight  of  the 
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Athenian  Acropolis.  So  habitually  were  the  citizens  obliged 
to  be  on  guard,  that  Athens,  according  to  Thucydides,  became 
a military  jwst  rather  than  a city.  It  is  probable  that  Plato, 
by  his  family  and  its  place  on  the  census,  belonged  to  the 
Athenian  Hippeis  or  Horsemen,  who  were  in  constant  em- 
ployment for  the  defence  of  the  territory.  But  at  any  rate, 
either  on  horseback,  or  on  foot,  or  on  shipboard,  a robust 
young  citizen  like  Plato,  whose  military  age  commenced  in 
409,  must  have  borne  his  fair  share  in  this  hard  but  indis- 
pensable duty.  In  the  desperate  emergency,  which  preceded 
the  battle  of  Arginusae  (406  b.c.),  the  Athenians  put  to  sea 
in  thirty  days  a fleet  of  110  triremes  for  the  relief  of  Mity- 
Icnc ; aU  the  men  of  military  age,  freemen,  and  slaves,  em- 
barking. We  can  hardly  imagine  that  at  such  a season 
Plato  can  have  wished  to  decline  service : even  if  he  had 
wished  it,  the  Stratogi  would  not  have  permitted  him.  As- 
suming that  he  remained  at  home,  the  garrison-duty  at 
Athens  must  have  been  doubled  on  account  of  the  number 
of  departures.  After  the  crushing  defeat  of  the  Athenians 
at  .®gospotami,  came  the  terrible  apprehension  at  Athens, 
then  the  long  blockade  and  famine  of  the  city  (wherein  many 
died  of  htmger) ; next  the  tjTanny  of  the  Thirty,  who  among 
their  other  oppressions  made  war  upon  all  free  speech,  and 
silenced  even  the  voice  of  Sokrates  : then  the  giiUant  combat 
of  Thrasybulus  followed  by  the  intervention  of  the  Lacedaj- 
monians — contingencies  full  of  uncertainty  and  terror,  but 
ending  in  the  restoration  of  the  democracy.  After  such 
restoration,  there  followed  all  the  anxieties,  perils  of  reaction, 
new  enactments  and  provisions,  required  for  the  revived 
democracy,  during  the  four  years  between  the  expidsion  of 
the  Thirty  and  the  death  of  Sokrates. 

‘ From  the  dangers,  fatigues,  and  sufierings  of  such  an  his- 
torical decad,  no  Athenian  citizen  could  escape,  whatever 
might  be  his  feeling  towards  the  existing  democracy,  or  how- 
ever averse  he  might  be  to  public  employment  by  natural 
temper.  But  Plato  was  not  thus  averse,  during  the  earlier 
years  of  his  adult  life.  We  know,  from  his  own  letters,  that 
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he  then  felt  strongly  the  impulse  of  political  ambition  usual 
with  young  Athenians  of  good  family;  though  probably  net 
with  any  such  premature  vehemence  as  his  younger  brother 
Glaukon,  whose  impatience  Sokrates  is  reported  to  have  so 
judiciously  moderated.  Whether  Plato  ever  spoke  with 
success  in  the  public  assembly,  we  do  not  know  : he  is  said 
to  have  been  shy  by  nature,  and  his  voice  was  thin  and  feeble, 
ill  adapted  for  the  Pnyx.  However,  when  the  oligarchy  of 
Thirty  was  established,  after  the  capture  and  subjugation  of 
Athens,  Plato  was  not  only  relieved  from  the  necessity  of 
addiessing  the  assembled  people,  but  also  obtained  additional 
facilities  for  rising  into  political  influence,  through  Kritias 
(his  near  relative)  and  Charmides,  leading  men  among 
the  new  oligarchy.  Plato  affirms  that  he  had  always  dis- 
approved the  antecedent  democracy,  and  that  he  entered  on 
the  new  scheme  of  government  with  full  hope  of  seeing 
justice  and  wisdom  predominant.  He  was  soon  undeceived. 
The  government  of  the  Thirty  proved  a sanguinary  and 
rapacious  tjrranny,  filling  him  with  disappointment  and 
disgust.  He  was  especially  revolted  by  their  treatment  of 
Sokrates,  whom  they  not  only  interdicted  from  continuing  his 
habitual  colloquy  with  young  men,  but  even  tried  to  implicate 
in  nefarious  murders,  by  ordering  him  along  with  others  to 
arrest  Leon  the  Salaminian,  one  of  their  intended  victims : 
an  order  which  Sokrates,  at  the  peril  of  his  life,  disobeyed. 

‘ Thus  mortified  and  disappointed,  Plato  withdrew  from 
public  fimctions.’ 

He  remained  with  Socrates  ten  years,  and  was  separated 
from  him  only  by  death.  He  attended  his  beloved  master 
during  the  trial ; undertook  to  plead  his  cause : indeed, 
began  a speech  which  the  violence  of  the  judges  would  not 
allow  him  to  continue  ; and  pressed  his  master  to  accept  a 
sum  of  money  sufficient  to  purchase  his  life. 

On  the  death  of  Socrates  he  went  to  Megara  to  visit  Euclid, 
as  we  mentioned  before.  From  thence  he  proceeded  to 
Gyrene,  where  he  was  instructed  in  mathematics  by  Theo- 
dorus,  whom  he  had  known  in  Athens,  if  we  may  credit  the 
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Thewtehu,  where  Theodorua  is  represented  discoursing  with 
Socrates.  From  C’jTene  he  went  to  Egypt,  in  company,  it  is 
said,  with  Euripides.  There  is  very  little  authority  for  this 
visit,  and  that  Euripides  was  his  companion  is  not  very  pro- 
bable, because  Euripides  had  been  dead  some  years.  The 
influence  of  Eg}"pt  on  Plato  has  certainly  been  exaggerated. 
There  is  no  trace,  in  his  works,  of  Egyptian  research.  ‘ All 
he  tolls  us  of  Egypt  indicates  at  most  a very  scanty  acquaint- 
ance with  the  subject ; and  although  he  praises  the  industry 
of  the  priests,  his  estimate  of  their  scientiflc  attainments  is 
far  from  favourable.’  * 

In  these  travels  the  broad-browed  meditative  man  greatly 
enlarged  the  Socratic  doctrine,  and  indeed  introduced  an- 
tagonistic elements.  But  he  strictly  preserved  the  Socratic 
Method.  ‘ Whilst  studious  youth,’  says  Valerius  Maximus, 
‘ were  crowding  to  Athens  from  every  quarter  in  search  of 
Plato  for  their  master,  that  philosopher  was  wandering  along 
the  winding  banks  of  the  Nile,  or  the  vast  plains  of  a barba- 
rous country,  himself  a disciple  to  the  old  men  of  Egypt.’ 

He  returned  at  last,  b.  c.  386,  and  eager  scholars  flocked 
around  him.  With  a mind  richly  stored  by  foreign  travel 
and  constant  meditation,  he  began  to  emulate  his  beloved 
master,  and  devote  himself  to  teaching. 

He  had  acquired  a small  house  and  garden  near  the 
Academy,  or  garden  adjoining  the  sacred  precinct  of  Hecade- 
mus,  about  a mile  from  Athens  on  the  road  to  Eleusis.  Here 
there  were  shady  walks  and  a g)'mnasium.  Here  was  founded 
that  celebrated  school  of  philosophy  which  for  centuries  has 
been  known  as  that  of  the  Academy. 

The  longing  thoughts  of  posterity  have  often  hovered 
round  it  as  the  centre  of  myriad  associations.  Poets  have 
smig  of  it.  Philosophers  have  sighed  for  it. 

S<*€  there  the  olive  grove  of  Academe, 

Plato’s  retirement,  whore  the  Attic  bird 
Thrills  her  thick -warbled  notea  the  summer  long. 


• Ritter,  ii.  147. 
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In  such  a spot  where  the  sound 

Of  bees’  indostrious  munnur  oft  inyites 
To  studious  nmsiog, 

one  would  imagine  none  but  the  Graces  could  enter ; and 
coupling  this  with  the  poetical  beauties  of  Plato’s  Dialogius, 
people  have  supposed  that  the  lessons  in  the  Academy  were 
magnificent  outbursts  of  eloquence  and  imagery  upon  philo- 
sophical subjects.  * 

Nothing  can  be  farther  from  the  truth.  The  lectures 
were  hard  exercises  of  the  thinking  faculty,  and  demanded 
great  power  of  continued  abstraction."  Whatever  graces 
might  have  adorned  Plato’s  compositions,  his  lectures  were 
not  literary,  but  dialectical  exercises  which  were  severe 
trials  to  the  capacities  of  students ; and  their  purely  argu- 
mentative nature  may  have  originated  the  story  respecting 
the  inscription  over  the  door  of  his  Academy,  ‘ Let  none  hut 
Geometricians  enter  here ; ’ a story  which  is  very  widely  cii'- 
culated,  although  wholly  without  good  evidence.*  The  story 
is  in  direct  contradiction  to  Plato’s  views  of  Geometry,  which 
he  excludes  from  Philosophy,  because  it  assumes  its  axioms 
without  proof,  and  because  it  occupies  a middle  position 
between  Opinion  and  Philosophy,  more  accurate  than  the 
one,  but  less  certain  than  the  other.f 

‘ Though  Plato  demanded  no  money  as  fee  for  admission  of 
pupils,  yet  neither  did  he  scrujjle  to  receive  presents  from 
rich  men  such  as  Dionysius,  Dion,  and  others.  In  the  jests 
of  Ephippus,  Antiphanes,  and  other  poets  of  the  middle 
comedy,  the  pupils  of  Plato  in  the  Academy  are  described  as 
finely  and  delicately  clad,  nice  in  their  persons  even  to  affec- 
tation, with  elegant  caps  and  canes ; which  is  the  more  to  bo 

* Mr.  Thompson  says  the  only  anthonties  for  the  inscription  arc  Pkiloponis,  ia 
bis  Commeutitry  on  Aristotle,  De  Animd,  ami  a verse  in  the  Chiliads  of  Tzetz>:s. 
See  Notes  to  Butlers  Lecture*,  ii.  79. 

t I have  been  unable  to  recover  a passage  in  the  Repufdic  where  Plato  ex- 
profi.Hes  himst'lf  as  in  the  text,  but  I found  this,  which  approximates  to  it,  although 
not  the  passage  I bud  in  my  mind.  See  Uepuh.  vi.  towards  the  end,  beginning, 
x.t.A.  . . . and  ending,  fticb'Oiar  froAfZr  fiot  Sonut  rhs  rw  yev* 
fterpiK&y  re  «col  rwy  roioi^wr  dXA*  oh  yovy,  wf  firralu  ri  h6(ris  re  koI  you  r^y 
9idyotay  Q^ffor. 
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noticed  because  the  preceding  comic  poets  derided  Sokrates 
and  his  companions  for  qualities  the  very  opposite — as  pros- 
ing beggars,  in  mean  attire  and  dirt.  Such  students  must 
have  belonged  to  opulent  families ; and  we  may  be  sure  that 
they  requited  their  master  by  some  valuable  present,  though 
no  fee  may  have  been  formally  demanded  from  them.  Some 
conditions  (though  we  do  not  know  what)  were  doubtless 
requfred  for  admission.  Moreover  the  example  of  Eudoxus 
shows  that  in  some  cases  even  ardent  and  promising  pupils 
were  practically  repelled.  At  any  rate,  the  teaching  of  Plato 
formed  a marked  contrast  with  that  extreme  and  indiscrimi- 
nate publicity  which  characterised  the  conversation  of  Sokra- 
tes, who  passed  his  days  in  the  market-place  or  in  the  public 
porticoes  or  palasstrse ; whUe  Plato  both  dwelt  and  discoursed 
in  a quiet  residence  and  garden  a little  way  out  of  Athens.’ 

In  his  fortieth  year  Plato  made  his  first  visit  to  Sicily. 
It  was  then  ho  became  acquainted  with  Dionysius  I., 
the  Tyrant  of  SjTacuse,  Dion,  his  brother-in-law,  and 
Dionysius  II.  With  Dionysius  I.  he  soon  came  to  a rupture, 
owing  to  his  political  opinions  ; and  he  so  ofiended  the 
T^-rant,  that  his  life  was  threatened.  Dion  however  inter- 
ceded for  him ; and  the  Tyrant  spared  his  life,  but  commis- 
sioned PoUis,  the  Spartan  Ambassador,  in  whose  ship  Plato 
was  to  return,  to  sell  him  as  a slave.  He  was  sold  ac- 
cordingly. Anniceris  of  Cyrene  bought  him,  and  imme- 
diately set  him  free.  On  his  return  to  Athens,  Dionysius 
wrote,  hoping  that  he  would  not  speak  ill  of  him.  Plato 
contemptuously  replied,  that  he  had  not  ‘ leisure  to  think  of 
Dionysius.’ 

Plato’s  second  visit  to  Syracuse  was  after  the  death  of 
Dionysius  I.,  and  with  the  hope  of  obtaining  from  Dionysius 
II.  the  establishment  of  a colony  according  to  laws  framed 
by  himself.  The  colony  was  promised ; but  never  granted. 
Plato  incurred  the  Tyrant’s  suspicions  of  having  been  con- 
cerned in  Dion’s  conspiracy ; but  he  was  allowed  to  return 
home  in  peace. 

He  paid  a third  visit ; and  this  time  solely  to  endeavour 
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to  reconcile  Dionysina  with  hia  uncle  Dion.  Finding  hia 
efforts  fruitless,  and  perhaps  dangerous,  he  returned. 

Ill  the  calm  retirement  of  the  Academy,  Plato  passed  the 
remainder  of  his  days.  Lecturing  and  writing  were  his 
chief  occupations.  The  composition  of  those  dialogues 
which  have  been  the  admiration  of  posterity,  was  the  cheer- 
ing solace  of  his  life,  especially  of  his  declining  years.  He 
died  at  the  advanced  age  of  eighty-three. 

‘ The  latter  half  of  Plato’s  life  in  his  native  city  must,’  says 
Mr.  Grote,  ‘ have  been  one  of  dignity  and  consideration,  though 
not  of  any  political  activity.  He  is  said  to  have  addressed  the 
Dikastery  as  an  advocate  for  the  accused  general  Chabrias  : 
and  we  are  told  that  he  discharged  the  expensive  and  showy 
functions  of  Choregus,  with  funds  supplied  by  Dion.  Out  of 
Athens  also  his  reputation  was  very  great.  When  he  went 
to  the  Olympic  festival  of  B.  c.  360,  he  was  an  object  of  con- 
spicuous attention  and  respect:  he  was  visited  by  hearers, 
young  men  of  rank  and  ambition,  from  the  most  distant 
Hellenic  cities  ; and  his  advice  was  respectfully  invoked  both 
by  Perdikkas  in  Macedonia  and  by  Dionysius  II.  at  Syracuse. 
Dining  his  last  visit  to  Syracuse,  it  is  said  that  some  of  the 
students  in  the  Academy,  among  whom  Aristotle  is  mentioned, 
became  dissatisfied  with  his  absence,  and  tried  to  set  up  a 
new  school ; but  were  prevented  by  Iphikrates  and  Chabrias, 
the  powerful  friends  of  Plato  at  Athens.  This  story  is  con- 
nected with  alleged  ingratitude  on  tlie  part  of  Aristotle 
towards  Plato,  and  with  alleged  repugnance  on  the  part  of 
Plato  towards  Aristotle.  The  fact  itself — that  during  Plato’s 
absence  in  Sicily  his  students  sought  to  provide  for  them- 
selves instruction  and  discussion  elsewhere — is  neither  sur- 
prising nor  blameable.’ 

Plato  was  intensely  melancholy.  That  great  broad  brow, 
which  gave  him  his  surname,  was  wrinkled  and  sombre. 
Those  brawny  shoulders  were  bent  with  thought,  as  only 
those  of  thinkers  are  bent.  A smile  was  the  utmost  that 
ever  played  over  his  lips ; he  never  laughed.  ‘ As  sad  as 
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Plato  ’ became  a phrase  with  the  comic  dramatists.  He  had 
many  admirers ; scarcely  any  friends. 

His  intellect  had  so  fixed  itself  upon  the  absorbing  ques- 
tions of  philosophy,  that  it  had  scarcely  any  sympathy  left 
for  other  matters.  Hence  his  constant  reprobation  of  Poets. 
Many  sup^wse  that  the  banishment  of  Poets  from  his 
Itepublic  was  but  an  insincere  extension  of  his  logical  pi-in- 
ciples,  and  that  he  really  loved  poetry  too  well  to  condemn  it. 
Plato’s  opposition  to  poets  was  however  both  deep  and  con- 
stant. He  had  a feeling  not  unallied  to  contempt  for  them, 
because  he  saw  in  them  some  resemblance  to  the  Sophists,  in 
their  indifierence  to  truth,  and  preference  for  the  arts  of  ex- 
pression. The  only  poetry  Plato  ever  praises  is  moral  poetry, 
which  is  versified  philosophy.  Poets,  at  the  best,  he  held  to 
be  inspired  madmen,  unconscious  of  what  fell  from  their 
lips.  Let  the  reader  open  the  Ton  (it  has  been  translated  by 
Shelley) ; he  will  then  perceive  the  cause  of  poets  being 
banished  from  the  Republic.  Plato  had  a repugnance  to 
poetry,  partly  because  it  was  the  dangerous  rival  of  philo- 
sophy, partly  because  he  had  a contempt  for  pleasure.*  It 
is  true  that  he  frequently  quotes  Homer,  and,  towards  the 
close  of  the  Republic,  some  misgivings  of  having  harshly 
treated  the  favourite  of  his  youth,  escape  him  ; but  he  quickly 
withdraws  them,  and  owns  that  Truth  alone  should  be  man’s 
object. 

Let  no  one  object  to  our  assertion  of  his  eonstant  melan- 
choly, on  the  ground  of  the  comic  talent  displayed  in  his 
Dialogucit.  The  comic  writers  are  not  the  gayest  men ; 
even  Molic^re,  whose  humour  is  so  genial,  overflowing,  and 
apparently  spontaneous,  was  one  of  the  austerest.  Comedy 
often  springs  from  the  deepest  melancholy,  as  if  in  sudden 
rebound.  Moreover,  in  Plato’s  comedy  there  is  almost 
always  some  under-current  of  bitterness:  it  is  irony,  not 
joyousness. 

* Comp.  Phileiiu,  p.  131. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

Plato’s  Whitings  : their  Authenticity,  Character, 
AND  Object. 

Before  attempting  an  account  of  Plato’s  doctrines,  it 
may  be  useful  to  say  something  respecting  the  charac- 
ter and  authenticity  of  his  writings.  Modern  criticism, 
which  spares  nothing,  has  not  left  them  untouched.  Dia- 
logues, the  authenticity  of  which  had  never  been  questioned 
in  antiquity,  have  been  rejected  by  modem  critics  upon  arbi- 
trary grounds. 

I cannot  enter  here  into  the  details,  I want  the  space ; 
and,  were  there  space,  I might  be  excused  from  combating 
the  individual  positions,  when  I refuse  to  accept  as  valid  the 
fundamental  assumptions  on  which  they  repose.  Internal 
evidence  is  generally  deceptive;  but  the  sort  of  internal 
evidence  supposed  to  be  afforded  by  comparative  inferiority 
in  artistic  execution,  is  never  free  from  great  suspicion. 
Some  of  Plato’s  dialogues  not  being  found  equal  to  the 
exalted  idea  which  his  great  works  have  led  men  to  entertain, 
are  forthwith  declared  to  be  spurious.  But  what  writer  is  at 
all  times  equal  to  the  highest  of  his  own  flights  9 What 
author  has  produced  nothing  but  chefs-d'oeuvre  9 Are  there 
not  times  when  the  most  brilliant  men  are  duU,  when  the 
richest  style  is  meagre,  when  the  compactest  style  is  loose  9 
The  same  subjects  will  not  always  call  forth  the  same  excel- 
lence; how  unlikely  then  that  various  subjects  should  be 
treated  with  uniform  power ! The  Thcages  could  hardly 
equal  the  Thewtelus  •,  the  Euthydemvs  must  be  inferior  to  the 
Gorgias.  No  one  thinks  of  disputing  Shakspeare’s  claim  to 
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the  Merry  Wives  of  Windsor,  because  it  is  immeasurablj  in- 
ferior to  Twelfth  Night,  which,  in  its  turn,  is  inferior  to  Othello. 

Besides  the  dialogues  rejected  on  account  of  inferior  art, 
tliere  are  others  rejected  on  account  of  immature  or  contra- 
dictorj  opinions.  But  this  ground  is  as  imtenable  as  the 
former.  No  one  has  yet  been  able  to  settle  definitively 
what  was  Plato’s  philosophy;  yet  opinions  are  said  to  be 
unworthy  of  that  unsettled  philosophy  ! A preconceived 
notion  of  Plato’s  having  been  a pure  Socratist,  has  led  to  the 
rejection  of  whatever  seemed  contradictory  to  Socratic  views. 
But  there  is  abundant  evidence  to  show  that  Plato  was  not  a 
mere  exponent  of  Socratic  opinions.  Moreover,  in  a long 
life  a man’s  opinions  undergo  many  modifications ; and  Plato 
was  no  exception  to  the  rule.  He  contradicts  himself  con- 
stantly. He  does  so  in  works  the  authenticity  of  which  no 
one  has  questioned ; and  wo  are  not  to  be  surprised  if  we 
find  him  doing  so  in  others. 

Without  pretending  to  the  special  scholarship  requisite  for 
the  thorough  investigation  of  so  intricate  a question,  I 
demurred,  in  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  against  the 
initial  assumptions  on  which  the  investigation  had  been 
conducted.  Study  of  Plato  had  impressed  on  me  the  utter 
impossibility  of  fixing  upon  any  consistent  doctrine  which 
could  afibrd  a test  of  authenticity ; and  some  experience  of 
the  fallacious  nature  of  internal  evidence,  applied  even  to  the 
works  of  contemporaries,  made  me  wholly  sceptical  of  any 
arguments  based  on  that  ground.  Inasmuch  as  we  know 
extremely  little  of  Plato  except  what  we  learn  from  the 
Dialogues,  it  is  arguing  in  a circle  to  determine,  from  the 
knowledge  gained  from  them,  which  dialogues  are  genuine. 
Schiller’s  Robbers,  upon  internal  evidence,  would  have  to  be 
discarded  as  unauthentic,  or  else  Wallenstein  would  be  pro- 
nounced a forgery.  Should  all  external  evidence  disappear, 
Auguste  Comte  will  be  robbed  either  of  his  Systems  de  Phi- 
losophic Positive  or  his  Systeme  de  Politique  Positive,  by  critics 
who  find  an  irreconcilable  difference  between  the  method 
and  spirit  of  those  works. 
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To  this  general  demurrer  may  now  be  added  the  special 
refutation  which  Mr.  Grote  has  so  elaborately,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  so  successfully,  advanced  in  his  work  on  Plato.  He 
meets  the  critics  on  every  ground;  and  shows  that  there 
is  more  assurance  of  authenticity  in  the  case  of  the  Dialogues 
than  in  that  of  any  other  contemporary  writings,  and  more 
assurance  for  Plato  than  for  Isocrates,  Euripides,  Lysias, 
Demosthenes,  or  Aristophanes.  Having  traced  the  history  of 
their  safe  custody  and  the  grounds  for  believing  that  the  copies 
which  were  in  the  Alexandrine  library  were  authentic,  Mr. 
Grote  says  that  Thrasyllus  ‘ accepted  the  collection  of  Platonic 
compositions  sanctioned  by  Aristophanes  and  recognised  as 
such  in  the  Alexandrine  library.  As  far  as  our  positive 
knowledge  goes,  it  fidly  bears  out  what  is  here  stated  : all 
the  compositions  recognised  by  Aiistophanes  (imfortimately 
Diogenes  does  not  give  a complete  enumeration  of  "those 
which  he  recognised)  arc  to  be  found  in  the  catalogue  of 
Thnisyllus.  And  the  evidentiary  value  of  this  fact  is  so 
mucli  the  greater,  because  the  most  questionable  compositions 
(I  mean,  those  which  modem  critics  reject  or  even  despise) 
are  expressly  included  in  the  recognition  of  Aristophanes, 
and  passed  from  him  to  Tlirasyllus — Leges,  Epinomis,  Minos, 
Epistolm,  Sophistes,  Politikus.  Exactly  on  those  points  on 
which  the  authority  of  Thrasyllus  requires  to  be  fortified 
against  modem  objectors,  it  receives  all  the  support  which 
coincidence  with  Aristophanes  can  impart.  When  we  know 
that  Thrasyllus  adhered  to  Aristophanes  on  so  many  dis- 
putable points  of  the  catalogue,  we  may  infer  pretty  certainly 
that  he  adhered  to  him  in  the  remainder.  In  regard  to  the 
question,  WTiich  were  Plato’s  genuine  works  ? it  was  per- 
fectly natural  that  Tlirasyllus  should  accept  the  recognition 
of  the  greatest  library  then  existing  : a library,  the  written 
records  of  which  could  be  traced  back  to  Demetrius  Phale- 
reus.  He  followed  this  external  authority : he  did  not  take 
each  dialogue  to  pieces,  to  try  whether  it  conformed  to  a 
certain  internal  standaid,  a “ platonisches  Geluhl  ” — of  his 
own. 
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‘ That  the  question  between  genuine  and  spurious  Platonic 
dialogues  was  tried  in  the  days  of  Thrasyllus,  by  external 
authority  and  not  by  internal  feeling — we  may  see  farther  by 
the  way  in  which  Diogenes  Laertius  speaks  of  the  spurious 
dialogues.  “ The  following  dialogues  (he  says)  are  declared  ^ 

to  be  spurious  hy  common  coTigent : 1.  Eryxiasor  Erasistratus. 

2.  Akephali  or  Sisyphus.  3.  Demodokus.  4.  Axiochus. 

5.  Halkyon.  0.  Midon  or  Hippotrophus.  7.  Phaeakes. 

8.  Chelidon.  9.  Hebdome.  10.  Epimenides.”  There  was, 
then,  unanimity,  so  far  as  the  knowledge  of  Diogenes  Laertius 
reached,  as  to  genuine  and  spurious.  All  the  critics  whom 
he  valued,  Thrasyllus  among  them,  pronounced  the  above 
ten  dialogues  to  be  spurious : all  of  them  agreed  also  in 
accepting  the  dialogues  in  the  list  of  Thrasyllus  as  genuine. 

Of  course  the  ten  spurious  dialogues  must  have  been  talked 
of  by  Borne  persons,  or  must  have  got  footing  in  some  editions 
or  libraries,  as  real  works  of  Plato : otherwise  there  could 
have  been  no  trial  had  or  sentence  passed  upon  them.  But 
what  Diogenes  affirms  is,  that  Thrasyllus  and  all  the  critics  ^ 

whose  opinion  he  esteemed,  conctured  in  rejecting  them.  f 

We  may  simely  presume  that  this  unanimity  among  the  j 

critics,  both  as  to  aU  that  they  accepted  and  all  that  they  | 

rejected,  arose  from  common  acquiescence  in  the  autliority  ' 

of  the  Alexandrine  library.  The  ten  rejected  dialogues  were  j 

not  in  the  Alexandrine  library — or  at  least  not  among  the 
rolls  therein  recognised  as  Platonic. 

‘ If  Thrasyllus  and  the  others  did  not  proceed  upon  this 
evidence  in  rejecting  the  ten  dialogues,  and  did  not  find  in 
them  any  marks  of  time  such  as  to  exclude  the  supposition 
of  Platonic  authorship — they  decided  upon  what  is  called 
internal  evidence  ; a critical  sentiment,  which  satisfied  them 
that  these  dialogues  did  not  possess  the  Platonic  character, 
style,  manner,  doctidnes,  merits,  &c.  Now  I think  it  highly 
ijnprobable  that  Thrasyllus  could  have  proceeded  upon  any 
such  sentiment.  For  when  we  survey  the  catalogue  of  works 
which  he  recognised  as  genuine,  we  see  that  it  includes  the 
widest  diversity  of  style,  manner,  doctrine,  purpose,  and 
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merits : that  the  disparate  epithets,  which  he  justly  applies 
to  diseriiiiinate  the  various  dialogues,  caunot  be  generalized 
so  as  to  leave  auy  intelligible  “ Platonic  character  ” common 
to  all.  Now  since  Thrasyllus  reckoned  among  the  genuine 
works  of  Plato,  compositions  so  unlike,  and  so  unequal 
in  merit,  as  the  R.‘piMic,  Prutmjoras,  Oonjiaa,  Lysis,  Par- 
menides, Sijmjmsion,  Philehiis,  Menexenas,  Leyes,  Epinomis, 
Ilipparchus,  Minos,  Themjes,  Epistokc,  &c.,  not  to  mention 
a composition  obviously  unfinished,  such  as  the  Kritias — 
he  coidd  have  little  scruple  in  believing  that  Plato  also 
coirnTOsed  the  Enjxias,  Sisyphus,  Dtmodokits,  and  Halkyon. 
These  last-mentioned  dialogues  still  exist,  and  can  be  appre- 
ciated. Allowing,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  we  are 
entitled  to  assume  our  own  sense  of  worth  as  a test 
of  what  is  really  Plato’s  composition,  it  is  impossible  to 
denj’,  that  if  these  dialogues  are  not  w(>rthy  of  the  author 
of  Republic  and  Protnyuras,  they  are  at  least  worthy  of 
the  author  of  the  Leyes,  Epinomis,  Ilipparchus,  Minos,  &c. 
Accordingly,  if  the  internal  sentiment  of  Thrasyllus  did  not 
lead  him  to  reject  these  last  four,  neither  would  it  lead  him 
to  reject  the  Enjxias,  Sisyphus,  and  Ifalkyon.  I conclude  there- 
fore that  if  he,  and  all  the  other  critics  whom  Diogenes 
esteemed,  agi’ced  in  rejecting  the  ten  Dialogues  as  spurious — 
their  verdict  depended  not  upim  any  internal  sentiment,  but 
upon  the  authority  of  the  Alexandrine  library. 

‘ On  this  question,  then,  of  the  Canon  of  Plato’s  works  (as 
compared  with  the  works  of  other  contemporary  authors) 
recognised  by  Thrasyllus — I consider  that  its  claim  to  trust- 
worthiness is  very  high,  as  including  all  the  genuine  works,  ^ 
and  none  but  the  genuine  works,  of  Plato  : the  following 
facta  being  either  proved,  or  fairl3'  presumable. 

‘ 1.  The  Canon  rests  on  the  author! tj’  of  the  Alexandrine 
library  and  its  erudite  librarians ; whose  written  records 
went  back  to  the  days  of  Ptolemy  Soter,  and  Demetrius 
Phalereus,  within  a generation  after  the  death  of  Plato. 

‘ 2.  The  manuscripts  of  Plato  at  his  death  were  preserved 
in  the  school  which  he  founded ; where  they  continued  for 
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more  than  thirty  years  under  tlie  care  of  Speusippus  and 
Xenokrates,  who  possessed  personal  knowledge  of  all  that 
Plato  had  really  written.  After  Xenokrsites,  they  came 
under  the  care  of  Polemon  and  the  succeeding  Scholarchs, 
from  whom  Demetrius  Phulcreus  probably  obtained  permis- 
sion to  take  copies  of  them  for  the  nascent  museum  or  library 
at  Alexandria — or  through  whom  at  least  (if  he  purchased 
from  booksellers)  he  could  easily  ascertain  which  were 
Plato’s  works,  and  which,  if  any,  were  spurious. 

‘ 3.  They  were  received  into  that  library  without  any  known 
canonical  order,  prescribed  s^-stem,  or  interdependence  es- 
sential to  their  being  properly  undei-stood.  Kallimachus  or 
Aristophanes  devised  an  order  of  arrangement  for  themselves, 
such  as  they  thought  suitable.’ 

But  whether  all  the  Dialogues  were  the  production  of  Plato 
or  not,  they  equally  serve  the  purpose  of  this  History,  since 
no  one  denies  them  to  be  Platonic.  We  may  therefore  leave 
this  question,  and  proceed  to  others. 

Do  the  Dialogues  contain  the  real  opinions  of  Plato  ? This 
question  has  three  motives.  1st.  Plato  himself  never  speaks 
in  propria  persona,  nnlcsa  indeed  the  Athenian  in  the  Laws 
be  accepted  as  representing  him  ; a supposition  in  which  I 
am  inclined  to  concur.  2ndly.  From  certain  passages  in  the 
Phadriis  and  the  Epistles,  it  would  appear  that  Plato  had  a 
contempt  for  written  opinion.s,  as  inefticient  for  instruction. 
Srdly.  On  the  testimony  of  a phrase  in  Aristotle,  it  is  sup- 
posed that  Plato,  like  Pythagoras,  had  exoteric  and  esoteric 
opinions  ; the  former  being,  of  course,  those  set  forth  in  his 
, Dialogues. 

I will  endeavour  to  answer  these  doubts.  The  first  is  of 
very  little  importance ; the  second  of  greater ; the  last  of 
very  great  importance.  That  Plato  adopts  the  dramatic  form, 
and  preserves  it,  is  true ; but  this  form,  which  quite  baffles 
us  with  Shakspeare,  baffles  us  with  no  one  else.  It  is  ea.sy  to 
divine  the  opinions  of  Aristophanes,  Moliere,  or  Schiller.  It 
should  be  easy  to  divine  the  opinions  of  Plato,  because,  unlike 
the  dramatists,  he  selects  his  dialogue  solely  with  a view  to 
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the  illustration,  of  his  opinions.  And  in  a certain  sense  this  is 
true.  We  are  cpiite  justified  in  assuming  that  the  views  which 
are  put  forth  dogmatically  in  the  expository  Dialogues  were 
the  views  Plato  held  at  the  time  of  composing  those  Dialogues, 
however  these  may  differ  amongst  each  other.  And  even  in 
the  dialogues  of  Search,  mere  dialectical  exercises  although 
they  may  be,  there  is  a recurrence  of  certain  views,  more  or 
less  modified,  and  a general  unity  of  method,  which  assure  us 
that  we  have  the  real  thoughts  of  the  writer  presented.  We 
can  thus  speak  without  misgiving  of  a Platonic  Method, 
though  notof  a Platonic  System ; of  Platonic  opinions,  though 
not  of  a Platonic  Philosophy. 

Respecting  the  insufficiency  of  books  to  convey  instruction, 
we  may  first  quote  what  ‘ Socrates  ’ says  on  the  subject  in  the 
PJurdnis : — 

‘ Writing  is  something  like  painting : the  creatures  of  the 
latter  art  look  very  like  living  beings : but,  if  you  ask  them  a 
* question,  they  preserve  a solemn  silence.  Written  discourses 
do  the  same  : you  would  fancy,  by  what  they  say,  that  they 
had  some  sense  in  them ; but,  if  you  wish  to  learn,  and 
therefore  interrogate  them,  they  have  only  their  first  an- 
swer to  return  to  all  questions.  And  when  the  discourse  is 
once  written,  it  passes  from  hand  to  hand,  among  all  sorts  of 
persons,  those  who  can  understand  it,  and  those  who  cannot. 
It  is  not  able  to  tell  its  story  to  those  only  to  whom  it  is 
suitable  ; and,  when  it  is  unjustly  criticized,  it  always  needs 
its  author  to  assist  it,  for  it  cannot  defend  itself.  There  is 
another  sort  of  discourse,  which  is  far  better  and  more  potent 
than  this. — Wliat  is  it?  That  which  is  written  scientifically 
in  the  learner’s  mind.  This  is  capable  of  defending  itself, 
and  it  can  speak  itself,  or  be  silent,  as  it  sees  fit. — You 
mean  the  real  and  living  discourse  of  the  person  who  under- 
stands the  subject ; of  which  discourse  the  written  one 
may  be  called  the  pictme?  Precisely. — Now,  think  you 
that  a sensible  husbandman  would  take  seed  which  ho 
valued,  and  wishing  to  produce  a harvest,  would  seriously, 
after  the  summer  had  begun,  scatter  it  in  the  gardens  of 
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Adonis,*  for  the  i>leasure  of  seein"  it  spring  up  and  look 
green  in  a week  ? Or  do  you  not  rather  think  that  he  might 
indeed  do  this  for  sjmrt  and  ainuseincnt ; but,  when  his  pur- 
l)ose  was  serious,  would  employ  the  art  of  agriculture,  and, 
sowing  the  seed  at  the  proper  time,  be  content  to  gather  in 
his  harvest  in  the  eighth  month  ? The  last,  undoubtedly. — 
And  do  you  think  that  he  who  possesses  the  knowledge  of 
what  is  just,  ai.d  noble,  and  gowl,  will  deal  less  prudently 
with  hi»  seeds  than  the  husbandman  with  his?  Certainly 
not. — lie  will  not,  then,  set  about  sowing  them  with  a pen 
and  a black  liquid ; or  (to  drop  the  metaphor)  scattering 
these  truths  by  means  of  discourses,  which  cannot  defend 
themselves  against  attack,  and  which  are  incapable  of 
adequately  expounding  the  truth.  No  doubt  he  will,  for  the 
sake  of  sport,  occasionally  scatter  some  of  the  seeds  in  this 
manner,  and  will  thus  treasure  up  memoranda  for  himself,  in 
case  he  shoidd  full  into  the  forgetfulness  of  old-age,  and  for 
all  others  who  follow  in  the  same  track ; and  he  will  be 
pleased  when  he  sees  the  blade  growing  up  green. ’t 

Now,  this  remarkable  passage  is  clearly  biographical.  It 
is  the  justification  of  Socrates's  philosophical  career.  But  it 
must  not  be  too  rigorously  applied  to  Plato,  w'hose  volumi- 
nous writings  contradict  it ; nor  must  we  suppose  that  those 
writings  were  designed  only  for  amusement,  or  as  memo- 
ninda  for  his  pupils.  ITie  main  idea  of  this  passage  is  one 
which  few  |>ersons  woiild  feel  disposed  to  question.  We  are 
all  aware  that  books  labour  under  very  serious  deficiencies  ; 
they  cannot  replace  oral  instruction.  The  frequent  mis- 
apprehensions of  an  author’s  meaning  would  in  a great 
measure  be  ob^dated  if  we  had  him  by  our  side  to  interrogate 
him.  And  oral  instruction  has  the  further  advantage  of  not 
allowing  the  reader’s  mind  to  be  so  passive  as  it  is  with 
a book : the  teacher  by  his  questions  excites  the  activity  of 
the  pupil.  All  this  may  reasonably  be  conceded  as  Plato’s 
opinion,  without  at  all  affecting  the  serious  purpose  of  his 

* ' The  ganirns  of  Adonis,*  a pt  riplinusU  for  mignonotte-boxes. 

t Phadnttf,  p.  98. 


Digitized  by  Google 


PLATO'S  WKITIXOS. 


213f 


writiu<js.  Pluto  thou«rlit  that  convei’sation  was  more  iu- 
structive  than  reiulin"  ; but  be  kuew  tliat  reiuling  was  also 
instructive,  and  he  wrote  : to  obviate  as  much  as  possible  the 
necessary  inconveniences  of  written  discourse,  he  threw  all 
his  works  into  the  form  of  dialof^ic.  Hence  the  endless 
repetitions,  divisions,  and  illustrations  of  positions  almost 
self-evident.  The  reader  is  fatigued  by  them  ; but,  like  the 
humorist’s  tediousness,  thej'  have  ‘ a design  ’ in  them  : that 
design  is,  by  imitating  conversation,  to  leave  no  position 
unexplained.  As  a book  cannot  be  interrogated,  Plato  makes 
the  book  anticipate  interrogations.  The  very  pains  he  takes 
to  be  tedious,  the  very  minuteness  of  his  details,  is  sufficient 
to  rescue  his  works  from  the  imputation  of  being  mere 
amusements.  He  was  too  great  an  artist  to  have  sacrificed 
his  art  to  anything  but  his  convictions.  That  he  did  sacrifice 
the  general  effect  to  his  scrupulous  dialectics,  no  one  can 
doubt ; and  we  believe  that  he  did  so  for  the  sake  of  deeply 
impressing  on  the  reader’s  mind  the  real  force  of  his  Method. 
Had  the  critics  recognised  Plato’s  real  drift,  we  believe  they 
would  have  spared  much  of  their  censure,  and  hesitated 
before  pronouncing  against  the  genuineness  of  certain 
dialogues. 

Connected  with  Plato’s  expressions  respecting  the  imper- 
fection of  written  works,  there  is  a passage  in  Aristotle, 
referring  to  the  aypa<f>a  Soyfima,  or  ‘ unwritten  opinions,’ 
which  is  supposed  to  indicate  an  esoteric  doctrine.  If  Aris- 
totle’s words  do  bear  that  meaning,  then  is  the  opinion  con- 
sistent and  valid,  wdiich  regjirds  the  exoteric  works — the 
Dialogues — as  mere  divertisements.  Let  u6  examine  it. 

Aristotle  says  that  Plato,  in  the  Timirttx,  maintained  space 
and  matter  to  be  the  same,  but  that,  in  what  are  called  the 
un^vritten  ojiinions  {iv  rots  \gyofiivon  aypd^ois  hoypa<rt),  he 
considered  space  and  place  (rov  tottov  xal  Tt)v  ^(aipav)  to  be  the 
same.*  From  such  a passage  it  is  surely  somewhat  gratuitous 

* Vhys.  IT.  c.  2,  p.  63.  IliTTEH,  who  rpfoM  Jo  but  docs  not  cite  the  pwssape, 
pives  U9  to  undonitand  that,  in  those  unwritten  opinions,  ‘much  was  explained  dif- 
ferently, or,  at  least,  more  definitely  than  in  the  Dialogues.’  But  no  such  conclusion 
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to  conclude  that  Plato  had  an  esoteric  doctrine.  The  dypa(f>a 
Boyfiara  probably  meant  his  lectures,  or,  as  Ritter  suggests, 
notes  taken  from  the  lectures  by  his  scholars.  At  any  rate 
there  is  no  groimd  for  supposing  them  to  have  been  esoterical 
opinions  ; the  more  so  as  Aristotle,  his  most  illustrious  puj)il, 
never  s^^eaks  of  any  such  distinct  doctrine,  but  draws  his 
statements  of  Plato’s  views  from  published  works. 

The  ancients,  we  are  told  by  Sextus  Empiricus,*  were 
divided  amongst  themselves  as  to  whether  Plato  was  a 
sceptic  or  a dogmatist.  Nor  was  the  dispute  irrational ; for, 
as  some  of  the  Dialogues  are  expository  and  dogmatical,  and 
others  are  mere  exercises  of  the  dialectical  method — mere 
contests  in  wliich  nothing  is  definitely  settled — -any  one 
having  studied  only  one  class  of  these  Dialogues  would  think 
Plato  either  a sceptic  or  a dogmatist,  according  to  the  nature 
of  those  which  he  had  read.  Thus  Cicero,  an  ardent  ad- 
mirer, says,  ‘ Plato  aflirms  nothing ; but,  after  producing 
many  arguments,  and  examining  a question  on  every  side, 
leaves  it  undetermined.’  This  is  true  of  such  dialogues  as 
the  Thea'tetuf,  or  the  Hippias  Major ; but  imtrue  of  the 
Pluedo,  Tinuvut,  Lawn,  &c. 

When  it  is  said  that  Plato  held  such  or  such  an  opinion, 
it  should  be  distinctly  stated  in  what  dialogue  it  appears,  and 
whether  it  is  there  affirmative  or  simply  dialectical ; because, 
in  speaking  of  so  long  a career,  containing  so  many  changes 
of  opinion,  it  is  necessarj’  to  be  precise.  There  is  scarcely  a 
single  opinion  held  by  him  Ihromjhout  his  works.  Even  the 
Socratic  view  of  Virtue  being  identical  with  Knowledge, 
consequently  of  Vice  being  Ignorance,  and  therefore  invo- 
luntary— even  this  idea  he  learned  in  his  old-age  to  repudiate, 
as  we  see  in  the  Latm  (v.  p.  .38.5),  where  he  calls  incontinence, 
no  less  than  ignorance  (>)  Si  apaOiav  r)  Si  axparsiav),  the  cause 

can  be  drawn  from  Aristotle.  There  is  no  greater  difiTerenoc  allude*!  to  in  the 
passage  than  may  frequently  bo  found  between  one  dialogue  and  another.  If  the 
written  (published)  opinions  differ,  sundy  those  unwritten  may  be  allowed  also  to 
differ  from  the  written.  If  the  UepuffUc  diffi-rH  from  the  Tiiiuxtts^  surely  the  * un- 
vrritU-n  opinion*  may  differ  from  the  Tim<»U9. 

* Pyrrhon.  Ifypttt.  i.  p.  44. 
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of  vice.  In  the  same  sense  (iv.  p.  188),  after  speaking  of 
linger  and  pleasure  as  causes  of  error,  he  says,  ‘ There  is  a 
third  cause  of  our  faults,  and  that  is  ignorance  ’ [rpirov  ayvotav 
Twv  afiapTtjfjMToiv  aliiav).  So  that  here  he  places  Ignorance 
oidy  as  a third  cause  ; and  by  so  doing  destroys  the  whole 
Socratic  argument  respecting  the  identity  of  Virtue  and 
Knowledge.  Kay,  more.  He  is  not  consistent  even  in  his 
conception  of  the  true  mode  of  philosophizing ; he  is  not 
unswon'ing  even  in  his  allegiance  to  Socrates.  If  there  is 
one  characteristic  of  his  great  master  to  which  the  pupil 
might  be  supposed  preeminently  attached,  it  is  that  of  the 
negative  procedure  of  cross-examination  ; yet  this,  which  in 
so  many  dialogues  he  has  exhibited  with  singidar  vivacity 
and  force,  is  quietly  set  aside  in  the  affirmative  dialogues, 
and  in  the  Republic  and  the  Latvs  is  jjointedly  condemned. 
Socrates  declared  that  it  was  his  mission  to  expose  the 
pretence  of  knowledge ; not  to  furnish  opinions,  but  the 
intellectual  activity  which  might  seek  and  find  truth.  He 
knew  nothing  ; professed  himself  incapable  of  teaching  any- 
thing beyond  the  humiliating  lesson  of  ignorance  pretending 
to  be  knowledge.  He  urged  upon  all — upon  the  young  es- 
pecially— the  necessity  of  following  his  example.  But  Plato, 
in  the  Republic,  severely  condemns  this  presumptuous  cross- 
questioning, especially  on  the  part  of  the  young.  He  regards 
it  as  the  vice  of  the  time.  He  deprecates  the  disturbance  of 
those  opinions  which  they  have  learned  from  the  lawgiver 
respecting  what  is  just  and  honoiir.iblc — opinions,  namelj’, 
which  in  other  dialogues  Socrates  is  made  to  exhibit  as 
untaught,  perhaps  miteachable,  acquired  no  man  knows  how, 
and  constituting  that  very  illusion  of  knowledge  which  the 
Elenchus  was  to  dispel,  and  which  must  be  dispelled  before 
improvement  could  be  possible. 

Tliis  contradiction  Mr.  Grote  calls  upon  us  to  notice  as 
decidedly  anti- Socratic,  and  even  anti-Platonic  in  so  far 
as  Plato  represents  Socrates.  The  prohibition  of  dialectic 
debate  belongs  indeed  to  the  case  of  Meletus  and  Anytus  on 
their  uidictment  against  Socrates  before  the  dikastery.  It  is 
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identical  with  their  charge  against  liim  of  corrupting  j'outh 
and  inducing  them  to  fancy  themselves  superior  to  the 
authority  of  established  opinions.* 

In  the  Prnlngnrns  Socrates  maintains  that  the  Good  is 
identical  with  the  Pleasurable,  and  Evil  identical  with  the 
Painful.  In  the  Gorgiag  he  maintains  the  reverse.  In  fact, 
as  Mr.  Grote  truly  says,  it  is  ‘ scarcely  possible  to  resolve  all 
the  diverse  manifestations  of  the  Platonic  mind  into  one 
higher  unity  ; or  to  predicate,  about  Plato  as  an  intellectual 
person,  anything  which  shall  be  applicable  at  once  to  the 
Proiagorng,  Gorging,  Parmenides,  P/urdrus,  Symposion,  Phile- 
Ims,  Plui'don,  liepuhlic,  Timanig,  and  Leges.  Plato  was  sceptic, 
dogmatist,  religioiis  mystic  and  inquisitor,  mathematician, 
philosopher,  poet  (erotic  as  well  as  satirical),  rhetor,  artist — - 
aU  in  one  : or  at  least,  all  in  succession,  throughout  the  fifty 
years  of  his  philosophical  life.  At  one  time  his  exuberant 
dialectical  impulse  claims  satisfaction,  manifesting  itself  in  a 
string  of  ingenious  doubts  and  unsolved  coutradictions : at 
another  time,  he  is  full  of  theological  antijiathy  against  those 
who  libel  Helios  and  Selene,  or  who  deny  the  universal  pro- 
vidence of  the  Gods : here,  we  have  unqualified  confessions 
of  ignorance,  and  protestations  against  the  false  persuasion 
of  knowledge,  as  alike  wide-spread  and  deplorable — there,  we 
find  a description  of  the  process  of  building  up  the  Kosmos 
from  the  beginning,  as  if  the  author  had  been  privy  to  the 
inmost  purposes  of  the  Demiurgus.  In  one  dialogue  the 
erotic  fever  is  in  the  ascendant,  distributed  between  beautiful 
youths  and  philosophical  concepts,  and  confounded  with  a 
religious  inspiration  and  furor  which  stipersedes  and  tran- 
scends human  sobriety  {Pluvdrus)  : in  another,  all  vehement 
impidses  of  the  soul  are  stigmatized  and  repudiated,  no 
honoiirable  scope  being  left  for  anything  but  the  calm  and 
passionless  Nous  (Phileims,  Phwdon).  Satire  is  exchanged 
for  dithyramb  and  mythe, — and  one  ethical  point  of  view  for 

♦ The  Mtvo  is  a further  confirmation.  In  it  virtue  is  shown  to  he  iinsu.^eeptihle 
of  being  taugtit  : rrrjo,  it  is  not  Knowh*<Ipe.  This  would  make  the  Mmo  one  of 
the  latest  works.  Neither  of  these  contradictions  has,  to  my  knowledge,  been 
noticed  before. 
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another  [Trotagorns,  Gorgias).  The  all-sufficient  dramatizing 
power  of  the  master  gives  full  effect  to  each  of  these  m^ilti- 
farious  tendencies.  On  the  whole — to  use  a comparison  of 
Plato  himself — the  Platonic  sum  total  somewhat  resembles 
those  fanciful  combinations  of  animals  imagined  in  the  Hel- 
lenic mythology — an  aggregate  of  distinct  and  disparate 
individualities,  which  look  like  one  because  they  are  packed 
in  the  same  external  wrapper.’ 

There  are  certain  theoretical  views  which,  because  they 
frequently  recur  in  more  or  less  modified  forms,  may  be 
loosely  styled  Platonic,  such  for  instance  as  the  theory  of 
Ideas  and  the  theory  of  Reminiscence,  but  they  are 
sometimes  disregarded,  at  others  contradicted ; and  the  final 
result  of  any  searching  examination  of  the  Dialogues  must 
be  the  conviction  that  they  contain  no  doctrine,  no  system 
consistent  in  its  relations.  Indeed,  as  Mr.  Grote  well  says, 
‘That  in  40(5  B.C.,  and  at  the  ago  of  24,  in  an  age  when 
schemes  of  philosophy  elaborated  in  detail  were  unknown — 
Plato  should  conceive  a vast  scheme  of  philosophy,  to  be 
worked  out  underground  without  ever  being  proclaimed, 
through  numerous  Sokratic  dialogues  one  after  the  other, 
each  ushering  in  tliat  which  follows  and  each  resting  upon 
that  which  precedes : that  he  should  have  persisted  through- 
out a long  life  in  working  out  this  scheme,  adapting  the 
seqmmce  of  his  dialogues  to  the  successive  stages  which  he 
had  attained,  so  that  none  of  them  could  be  properly  under- 
stood luiless  when  studied  immediately  after  its  predecessors 
and  immediately  before  its  successors — and  yet  that  he 
should  have  taken  no  pains  to  impress  this  one  peremptory 
arrangeTnent  on  the  minds  of  readers,  and  that  Schleier- 
macher  should  be  the  first  to  detect  it — aU  this  appears  to 
me  as  improbable  as  any  of  the  mystic  interpretations  of 
Jamblichus  or  Proklus.  Like  other  improbabilities,  it  may 
be  proved  by  evidence,  if  evidence  can  be  produced : but 
here  nothing  of  the  kind  is  producible.  We  are  called  upon 
to  grant  the  general  hypothesis  without  proof,  and  to  follow 
Schleiennacher  in  applying  it  to  the  separate  dialogues.’ 
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Hegel,  although  admitting  that  in  Plato  there  is  a philo- 
sophical spirit  which  does  not  express  itself  in  a distinct 
doctrine  because  the  age  was  not  yet  ripe  for  a doctrine, 
somewhat  inconsistently  declares  that  it  is  want  of  due  com- 
prehension on  the  reader’s  part  as  to  what  constitutes  philo- 
sophy which  makes  the  difficulty  of  imdcrstanding  Plato’s 
philosophy.*  His  own  account  of  Plato  seems  to  me  entirely 
arbitrary.  Mr.  Maurice,  on  the  other  hand,  considers  it  a 
merit  in  the  Dialogues  that  ‘ there  j'ou  find  no  digests  c>f 
doctrine,  no  collections  of  ready  manufactured  notions  to  be 
adopted  and  carried  awaj'.’  ‘ Not  to  frame  a comprehensive 
system  which  shall  include  nature  and  society,  man  and  God, 
as  its  different  elements,  or  in  its  different  compartments,  and 
which  therefore  necessarily  leads  the  S3-stem-builder  to  con- 
sider himself  above  them  all,  but  to  demonstrate  the  utter  im- 
possibility of  such  a sj'stem,  to  cut  up  the  notion  and  dream 
of  it  by  the  roots,  this  is  the  work  and  glory  of  Plato. ’f 
After  having  read  every  one  of  Plato’s  Dialogues  (an  ex- 
cessively wearisome  labour)  and  done  my  best  to  arrive  at  a 
distinct  understanding  of  their  purpose,  I come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  he  never  systematized  his  thoughts,  but  allowed 
free  play  to  scepticism,  taking  opposite  sides  in  every  debate 
because  he  had  no  steady  conviction  to  guide  him ; unsay- 
ing to-daj’  what  he  had  said  yesterday,  satisfied  to  show 
the  weakness  of  an  opjwnent.  Mr.  Grote,  who  accepts  the 
Epistles  os  genuine,  relies  on  their  declaration  that  the 
highest  principles  of  philosophy  could  not  be  set  forth  in 
writing  so  as  to  be  intelligible  to  ordinarj'  minds ; only  a few 
could  apprehend  them,  and  they  only  through  an  illumination 
kindled  by  multiplied  debate  and  much  mental  effort.  ‘ I 
have  never  written  anything  on  these  subjects  ; there  neither 
is,  nor  shall  there  ever  be,  any  treatise  of  Plato.  The  opinions 
called  by  the  name  of  Plato  are  those  of  Socrates  in  his  days 
of  youtliful  vigour  and  glory.’  Tliis  last  statement  requires 
qualification,  since  the  known  opinions  of  Socrates  are  somc- 

• Heoel,  Gtsrh.  d.  Phil.  ii.  170,  186. 

t JIaukice,  Moral  and  Metaph.  Philos,  jjart  i.;  Aiicirnt  Phil.  129,  137. 
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times  flatly  contnulicted ; but  if  we  alter  the  phrase  into 
‘ The  opinions  called  by  the  name  of  Plato  are  opinions  dra- 
matically put  forth  as  dialectical  displays,’  it  may  be  ac- 
cepted. Certain  it  is  that  nowhere  ui  his  own  name  does  he 
express  opinions,  nor  did  he  ever  compose  a treatise. 

Was  this  reserve  owing  to  philosophical  incompetence  ? 
Did  he  withhold  a system  because,  in  truth,  he  had  no  system 
to  produce?  It  seems  to  me  that  he  taught  nothing  de- 
cisively because,  like  many  other  active  sceptical  intellects, 
he  was  afraid  of  committing  himself.  And  like  many  others 
he  concealed  his  own  vacillations  by  assuming  a native  in- 
competence in  the  public.  Plato  was  not  wanting  in  dog- 
matic impulse,  but  he  was  xmablo  patiently  to  think  out  a 
system ; and  the  vacillating  lights  which  shifted  constantly 
before  him,  the  very  scepticism  which  gave  such  dramatic 
flexibility  to  his  genius,  made  him  aware  that  any  affirmation 
he  could  make  was  liable  to  be  perplexed  by  cross  lights,  or 
woidd  admit  of  unanswerable  objections.  He  is  perpetually 
refuting  himself.  If  there  is  one  theory  which  might  be  at- 
tributed to  him  and  with  all  the  greater  show  of  reason  because 
it  is  attributed  to  him  by  his  pupil  Aristotle,  it  is  the  theory  of 
Ideas ; yet  this  theorj-  is  not  only  variously  modified  in  various 
dialogues,  but  in  the  Parmenides  is  triumphantly  refuted. 

I do  not  say  it  was  intellectual  weakness,  perhaps  rather  it 
was  intellectual  strength,  which  determined  his  reserve.  At 
any  rate,  it  was  philosophical  incompetence.  Partly  owing 
to  his  acuteness,  and  partly  to  his  scepticism,  he  could  no- 
where find  firm  grouild  and  solid  material.  The  guesses  of 
to-day  were  likely  to  be  rejected  for  the  guesses  of  to-morrow ; 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  positive  criterion,  philosophy  could 
only  proceed  upon  guesses.  A man  of  narrower  or  more  im- 
passioned intellect  would  have  resolutely  seized  on  some  of 
the  cardinal  ncitions  with  which  Plato  dallied,  and,  like 
Plotinus,  would  have  built  a system  out  of  them.  An  intel- 
lect of  greater  organizing  power — like  Aristotle — would 
have  settled  a few  premisses  once  for  all,  and  from  them  de- 
duced a scheme  of  the  universe.  But  Plato  was  essentially  a 
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dialectician.  Hia  intellect  delighted  in  the  play  of  ideas.  At 
a time  when  schemes  of  the  universe  were  so  easy,  and  when 
proof  was  rarely  demanded,  he  could  content  himself  with  no 
scheme  because  Le  felt  dimly  that  proof  was  needed,  and  saw 
that  ho  had  none  to  furnish.  Add  to  this  the  native  dramatic 
disposition  of  his  mind,  and  a certain  emotional  susceptibility 
which  made  him  peculiarly  liable  to  what  may  he  called  the 
mythic  mirage,  and  we  may  understand  how  he  was  indisposed 
to  scientiCc  clearness.  Tradition,  Theology,  and  Poetry  were 
always  struggling  in  his  mind  with  Dialectics.  Hence  it  is 
that  in  spite  of  the  cross-examining  Elenchus  learned  from 
Socrates,  in  spite  of  a negiitive  tendency  which  made  him 
active  in  doubt  even  to  the  idlest  quibbling,  there  probably 
never  was  a thinker  of  eminence  who  accepted  with  more 
childish  credulity  notions  which  a question  would  refute, 
guesses  which  a mature  man  might  blush  to  have  entertained. 
Sharj)sightedness  and  silliness  are  sometimes  yoked  together 
in  perfect  amity.  Noble  thoughts  and  nonsense  may  be 
quoted  from  his  works  in  sufficient  abundance  to  justify 
veneration  or  contempt. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  cause  which  prevented  Plato 
from  thinking  out  a system,  it  is  incredible  to  me  that  there 
was  any  other  cause  which  prevented  its  promulgation.  If 
he  was  silent,  it  was  because  he  was  without  a doctrine.  If 
he  kept  an  enigma  before  the  world,  it  was  because  to  him- 
self it  remained  an  enigma.  Had  he  clearly  seen  the  truth, 
he  would  never  have  doubted  the  capacity  of  other  minds  to 
see  it  also ; nor  would  he  have  doubted  his  o^vn  capacity  of 
making  them  see  it.  There  is  a fervour  in  conviction  which 
impels  utterance.  But  there  is  a timidity  in  minds  unassured 
which  prompts  aU  the  artifices  of  reticence  : they  fear  to  show 
their  precious  jewel  lest  the  sjjectator  irreverently  declare  it 
to  be  paste  ; they  fear  to  express  their  thoughts,  lest  the 
expression  should  not  do  them  justice.  Every  day  one  meets 
people  who  hint  mysteriously  that  they  have  discovered  the 
great  secret  which  other  minds  are  seeking  ; they  assure  you, 
in  covert  or  in  overt  phrase,  that  all  the  world  is  ho2>elesslv 
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wrong — this  man  fancying  he  is  approaching  the  truth,  and 
not  aware  of  the  iiupa.ssable  chasm  which  yawns  before  him  ; 
tliat  man  starting  on  the  right  path,  but  having  overlooked 
the  truth  and  pa.ssed  it — so  that  you  may  understand  how 
they,  and  they  alone,  can  disclose  the  secret  if  they  will ; only 
they  never  ^yill. 

How  far  Plato  may  have  been  withheld  by  intellectual  or 
by  moral  misgivings  we  cannot  say ; but  we  know  that  he 
was  withheld  from  anything  like  a formal  exposition  of  his 
views;  and  the  Platonic  philosophy,  meaning  by  it  more 
than  certain  ideas  which  may  be  found  in  certain  diah^gnes, 
is  nowhere  to  be  seen  out  of  the  works  of  interpreters.  But 
this  denial  of  a philosophy,  and  the  admission  that  his 
writings  contain  a large  amount  of  triviality  and  absurdity, 
should  not  interfere  with  our  recognition  of  his  greatness. 
To  appreciate  Plato,  as  to  appreciate  all  the  great  minds 
that  have  achieved  supreme  distinction  among  mankind,  it 
is  necessary  to  keep  before  us  the  luminous  thought  expressed 
by  Wordsworth,  and  frequently  reproduced  by  De  Quincey, 
which  classes  all  Literature  under  two  divisions — the  Litera- 
ture of  P<)wer,  and  the  Literature  of  Knowledge.  The 
amount  of  eflective  thought  available  for  our  purposes,  wliich 
is  now  to  be  found  in  Plato,  is  assuredly  very  small ; the 
amount  of  knowledge  scarcelj’  rises  above  zero.  But  the 
dynamic  influence  of  this  thinker,  -who  for  twenty  centuries 
has  been  a great  intellectual  force,  stimulating  the  minds  ho 
could  not  instnict,  strengthening  those  he  could  not  guide — 
ad  impeUendmn  salLs,ad  edocendum  parum — still  remains,  and 
will  ever  remain,  a soiu-ce  of  power. 

If  there  were  any  one  doctrine  running  through  the 
Dialogues,  a classification  of  the  Dialogues  would  be  indis- 
pensable. Since  it  is  not  so,  however,  the  question  of  classifi- 
cation becomes  therefore  of  little  importance ; and  we  may 
resign  ourselves  more  i)atiently  to  the  fact  that  no  two  pc'rsons 
seem  to  agree  as  to  the  precise  arrangement.  Any  attempt 
at  chronological  arrangement  must  inevitably  fail.  Certain 
dialogues  can  be  satisfactorily  shown  to  have  been  written 
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subsequently  to  some  others  ; but  any  regular  succession  is 
beyond  our  ingenuity.  We  may  be  pretty  sure  tliat  the 
Ptufdnu  was  the  earliest,*  or  one  of  the  earliest,  and  the 
Laws  the  latest.  We  may  be  sure  that  the  liepuhlic  was 
earlier  than  the  Laws,  because  the  latter  is  a maturer  view  of 
politics.  But  when  the  liepuhlic  was  written,  baffles  con- 
jecture. It  is  usually  jdaced  with  the  Timwus  and  the  Laws ; 
that  is  to  say,  with  the  last  products  of  its  author.  But  we 
demur  to  this  on  several  accounts.  The  differences  of  style 
and  of  ideas  observable  in  the  Republic  and  the  Laws,  imply 
considerable  distance  between  the  periods  of  composition. 
Besides,  a man  not  writing  for  his  bread  does  not  so  soon 
resume  a subject  which  he  has  already  treated  with  great 
fulness.  Plato  had  uttered  his  opinions  in  the  Republic.  He 
must  have  waited  till  new  ideas  were  developed,  before  he 
could  be  tempted  again  to  write ; for  observe,  both  these 
dialogues  arc  expository  and  dogmatical : they  express  Plato’s 
opinions  ; they  are  not  merely  dialectical  exercises. 

Whenever  two  works  exhibit  variations  of  opinion,  we 
should  examine  the  nature  of  the  variations  and  ask,  which 
of  the  two  opinions  is  the  later  in  development — which 
must  have  been  the  earlier?  Let  us  take  an  example.  In 
the  Republic  (iii.  p.  123)  he  attempts  to  prove  that  no  one 
can  excel  in  two  arts ; that  the  comic  poet  cannot  be  the 
same  as  the  tragic,  the  same  actor  cannot  act  in  tragedy  and 
comedy  with  success.  In  the  Amatores  (p.  289)  he  has  the 
same  idea,  though  there  only  mentioned  briefly .f  In  the 
Symposium,  however,  Plato’s  opinion  is  directly  the  reverse  ; 
for,  in  a celebrated  passage,  he  makes  Socrates  convince 
Agathon  that  the  tragic  and  comic  poet  are  the  same  person. 


» See  on  tUU  point  Mr.  Thompson’s  note  to  Bcti-Eu  : Lecture*  on  Uisl.  of 
Ancient  Phil.  ii.  p.  44. 

t According  to  Rittku’s  principle,  this  would  prove  the  TiepuUic  to  l>e  later 
than  the  Amatores.  He  maintains,  and  w’ith  plausibility,  that,  when  a subject 
which  has  been  developed  in  one  diah^e  is  bri«‘fly  R*i»umeil  in  another,  the  latter 
is  subsequent  in  composition.  (Ritteb,  vol.  ii.  p.  183.)  Yet,  on  this  principle, 
the  Phitdo  is  earlier  than  the  Phrrdrus^  inasmuch  as  the  doctrine  of  reminiscence 
is  developed  in  the  former  and  alluded  to  in  the  latter. 
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Now,  it  is  not  difficult  to  decide  which  is  the  earlier  opinion  : 
in  the  Repuhlic  it  is  the  logical  consequence  of  his  premisses ; 
but  in  the  Symposium  that  opinion  is  corrected  by  experience, 
for  in  the  poets  of  his  own  day  Plato  found  both  tragedy  and 
comedy  united  ; and  as  Socrates  is  made  to  convince  Agathon, 
we  may  conclude  that  the  former  opinion  was  not  uncommon, 
and  that  Plato  here  makes  a retractation.  No  one  will  deny 
that  the  former  opinion  is  superficial.  The  distinction 
between  tragedy  and  comedy  is  such  that  it  seems  to  imply  a 
distinct  nature  to  attain  excellence  in  each.  But  Euripides, 
Shakspeare,  Racine,  Cervantes,  Calderon,  and  many  others, 
confute  this  seeming  by  their  dramas. 

Perhaps  a still  more  conclusive  example  is  that  of  the 
‘ creation  of  Ideas,’  so  expressly  stated  in  the  Republic,  and 
the  ‘ eternity  and  uncreated  nature  of  Ideas,’  as  expressly 
stated  in  the  Timceus.  So  radical  a difference  would  at  once 
separate  the  epochs  at  which  the  two  dialogues  were  com- 
posed. And  to  this  may  be  added  the  difference  in  ai^istic 
treatment  between  the  Republic  and  the  Timceus.  The  former, 
although  expository,  has  much  of  the  vivacity  and  dramatic 
vigour  of  the  early  dialogues.  The  Timceus  and  the  Laws 
have  scarcely  a trace  of  art. 

As  a chronological  arrangement  has  been  impossible,  a phi- 
losophical arrangement  has  frequently  been  attempted.  The 
most  celebmted  is  that  of  Schleiermacher,  who  divides  the 
Dialogues  into  three  classes: — 1st.  Elementary  dialogues,  or 
those  which  contain  the  germs  of  all  that  follows, — of  logic 
as  the  instrument  of  philosophy,  and  of  ideas  as  its  proper 
object ; consequently,  of  the  possibility  of  the  conditions  of 
knowledge  : these  are  the  Fhaedrus,  Lysis,  Protagoras,  Laches, 
Charmidcs,  Euthyphro,  and  Parmenides  •,  to  which  he  subjoins, 
os  an  appendix,  the  Apologia,  Crito,  Ion,  Hippias  Minor,  Uip- 
parchus,  Minos,  and  Alcibiades  II.  2nd.  Progressive  dialogues, 
which  treat  of  the  distinction  between  philosophical  and 
common  knowledge  in  their  united  application  to  the  two 
proposed  and  real  sciences.  Ethics  and  Physics : these  are  the 
Gorgias,  Thevetetus,  Meno,  Euthydemus,  Cratylus,  Sophisles, 
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roliticii^,  Symposium,  PhwJo,  and  I'hih  hns  ; with  an  appendix 
contaming  the  Theayes,  Amnlores,  Ahibindcs  I.,  Menexmus, 
Hippias  Major,  and  CUtophon.  3rd.  Construclive  dialogues, 
in  which  the  practical  is  completely  united  with  the  sjjecu- 
lative  ; these  are  the  Itepublic,  Timwus,  Crilias  with  an  ap- 
pendix containing  the  Lairs  and  the  Epistles.*  There  is 
considerable  ingenuity  in  this ; and  it  has  been  adopted  by 
Bekker  in  his  edition.  It  has  however  been  much  criticized, 
as  every  such  attempt  must  necessarily  Le.  Van  Heusde,  in 
his  charming  work,t  has  suggested  another.  He  proposes 
three  classes  : 1 , those  wherein  the  subject-matter  relates  to 
the  Beautiful ; 2,  those  wherein  it  rebates  to  the  True ; 3,  those 
wherein  it  relates  to  the  Practical.  Of  the  first  are  those 
concerning  Love,  Beauty,  and  the  Soul.  Of  the  second,  those 
concerning  Dialectics,  Ideas,  Method ; in  wliich  Truth  and 
the  means  of  attaining  it  are  sought.  Of  the  third,  those  con- 
cerning justice ; i.  e.  morals  and  politics.  These  three  classes 
represent  the  three  phases  of  the  philosophical  mind : the 
desire  for  Tioith,  the  appreciation  of  Truth,  and  the  reali- 
zation of  it,  in  an  application  to  human  life. 

There  is  one  great  objection  to  this  classification,  namely, 
the  impossibility  of  properly  arranging  the  Dialogues  under 
the  separate  heads.  The  Fhaulnis,  wdiich  Van  Heusde  believes 
devoted  to  Love  and  Beauty,  Schleiennacher  has  clearly 
shown  to  be  devoted  to  Dialectics.  So  of  the  rest : Plato 
mixes  up  in  one  dialogue  very  opposite  subjects.  Van  Heusde 
is  also  under  the  erroneous  conviction  of  Plato’s  having  been 
only  a Socratist  till  he  went  to  Megara,  where  he  became 
imbued  with  the  Eleatic  doctrines  ; and  that  it  was  in  his 
maturer  age  that  he  became  acquainted  with  the  Pythagorean 
philosophy. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Dialogues  may  reascmahly  bo 
divided  into  the  two  classes  named  by  Sextus  Empiricus: — 
Dogmatic  and  Agonistic,  or  Expository  and  Polemical.  The 
advantage  of  this  division  (which  is  adopted  by  Mr.  Grote 

* Ptnnt/  Art.  VhttOy  p.  236. 

t VjLjf  Heusde,  Initia  Philoitopkia  Platoniiit,  i.  72. 
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under  the  titles  of  ‘ Dialof^es  of  Exposition  ’ and  ‘ Dialogues 
of  Searcli’ ) is  its  clearness  and  practicability.  There  will 
always  bo  something  arbitrary  in  the  endeavour  to  classify 
the  Dialogues  according  to  their  subject-matter,  because 
they  are  almost  all  occupied  with  more  tlian  one  subject. 
Thus  the  Ilrjmblie  would  certainly  be  classed  under  the 
head  of  Ethics  ; yet  it  contains  very  important  discussions 
on  the  nature  of  human  knowledge,  and  on  the  theory 
of  Ideas ; and  those  discussions  ought  properly  to  be  classed 
under  the  head  of  Metiiphysics.  Agjiin,  the  Phwdms  is  more 
than  half  occupied  with  discourses  about  Love  ; but  the  real 
subject  of  the  work  is  Dialectics. 

In  the  division  here  proposed  such  inconveniences  arc 
avoided.  It  is  easy  to  see  which  dialogues  are  polemical  and 
which  are  expository.  The  IIip}na«  Major  and  the  Tima^is 
may  stand  as  representatives  of  each  class.  In  the  former 
no  attempt  is  made  to  settle  the  question  raised.  Socrates 
contents  himself  with  refuting  every  position  of  his  antago- 
nist. In  the  Timaais’  there  is  no  polemic  of  any  sort ; all  is 
calmly  expository. 


VOL.  I. 
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CHAPTER  III. 

Plato’s  Method. 

‘ rnilE  first  thin"  it  is  necessary  to  do  in  science,’  says 
-i-  Aristotle,  ‘ is  to  state  all  the  difticnlties  which  have  to 
be  resolved.  Tliesc  difliculties  are  the  diverse  contradictory 
opinions  of  philosophers  and  the  obscurities  which  thej' 
have  failed  to  clear  up.  The  true  solution  is  nothing  but  the 

clearing  up  of  those  difliculties We  are  necessarily 

in  the  best  position  to  decide  after  hearing  all  the  reasons 
of  the  opposing  advocates.’  * 

Tliis  is  the  philosophic  justification  of  the  course  pursued 
by  Socrates  and  Plato  in  submitting  all  questions  to  the 
rigorous  process  of  cross-examination.  It  is  a vindication  of 
that  constant  (and  wearisome)  employment  of  the  purely 
negative  and  dubitative  process,  which  is  the  main  purpose 
of  the  Dialogues  of  Search.  Debate  was  good  in  itself, 
good  if  it  ended  in  no  other  result  than  that  of  impressing 
on  the  mind  a conviction  of  ignorance.  We  must  not  seek  in 
Plato  for  more  than  debate ; we  must  not  seek  conclusions,  at 
least  not  in  the  Dialogues  of  Search.  Mr.  Grote  truly  saj's  : — 
‘ The  modem  reader  must  be  invited  to  keep  these  postu- 
lates in  mind,  if  he  would  fairly  appreciate  the  Platonic 
Dialogues  of  Search.  He  must  learn  to  esteem  the  menial 
exercise  of  free  debate  as  valuable  in  itself,  even  though  the 
goal  recedes  before  him  in  proportion  to  the  steps  which 
he  makes  in  advance.  He  perceives  a lively  antithesis  of 
opinions,  several  distinct  and  dissentient  points  of  view 

* ArISTOTI.E,  ii.  1,  995  i frt  ^iXTiov  aydym)  ttpiyai 

fiaxrp  wcU  rwy  dfJuptaBrfrovrruy  X6ywy  dKT,Ho6Ta  trayrwK 
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opoiic<l,  various  tontatives  of  advance  mode  and  broken  off. 
lie  has  the  first  half  of  the  process  of  truth-seeking’,  with- 
out the  last ; and  even  without  fuU  certainty  that  the  last 
half  can  he  worked  out,  or  that  the  problem  as  propounded 
is  one  which  ailmits  of  an  aflinnative  solution.  But  Plato 
presumes  that  the  search  will  be  renewed,  either  by  the  same 
interlocutors  or  by  others.  He  reckons  upon  responsive 
energy  in  the  youthful  subject : he  addresses  himself  to  men 
of  earnest  purpose  and  stirring  intellect,  who  will  be  spurred 
on  by  the  dialectic  exercise  itself  to  farther  pursuit — men 
who,  having  listened  to  the  working  out  of  different  points  of 
view,  will  meditate  on  these  points  for  themselves,  and  apply 
a judicial  estimate  conformable  to  the  measure  of  their  own 
minds.  Those  respondents,  who,  after  having  been  puzzled 
and  put  to  shame  by  one  cross-examination,  became  dis- 
gusted and  never  presented  themselves  again — were  despised 
by  Sokrates  as  lazy  and  stupid.  For  him,  as  well  as  for  Platf>, 
the  search  after  truth  counted  as  the  main  business  of  life. 

‘ Another  matter  must  hero  be  Tioticed,  in  regard  to  these 
Dialogues  of  Search.  We  must  imderstand  how  Plato  con- 
ceived the  goal  towards  which  they  tend : that  is,  the  state 
of  mind  which  he  calls  hiowledtje  or  cognition.  Know- 
ledge (in  his  view)  is  not  attained  until  the  mind  is  brought 
into  clear  view  of  the  Universal  Forms  or  Ideas,  and 
intimate  comnuuiion  with  them : but  the  test  (as  I have 
already  observed)  for  determining  whether  a man  has  yet 
attained  this  end  or  not,  is  to  ascertain  whether  he  can  give  to 
others  a full  account  of  all  that  ho  professes  to  know,  and 
can  extract  from  them  a full  account  of  all  that  they  profess 
to  know : whether  ho  can  perform,  in  a manner  exhaustive 
as  well  as  unerring,  the  double  and  correlative  function  of 
asking  and  answering : in  other  words,  whether  he  can 
administer  the  Sokratic  cross-examination  effectively  to 
others,  and  reply  to  it  without  faltering  or  contradiction 
when  administered  to  himself.  Such  being  the  way  in  which 
Plato  conceives  knowledge,  we  may  easily  see  that  it  cannot 
be  produced,  or  even  approached,  by  direct,  demonstrative, 
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dicliK-tie,  communication : by  simply  announeinj:'  to  the 
hearer,  and  lodging  in  lii.s  memory,  a theorem  to  be  proved, 
together  with  the  stepis  whereby  it  is  proved.  He  must  be 
made  familiar  with  each  subject  on  many  sides,  and  under 
seveml  diflerent  aspects  and  analogies : he  must  have  had 
before  him  objections  with  their  refutation,  and  the  fallacious 
arguments  which  appear  to  prove  the  theorem,  but  do  not 
really  prove  it : he  must  be  introduced  to  the  principal 
counter-theorems,  with  the  means  whereby  an  opponent  wiU 
enforce  them : he  must  be  jiractiscd  in  the  use  of  etpiivocal 
terms  and  sophistry,  either  to  be  detected  when  the  opponent 
is  cross-examining  him,  or  to  be  emp)loyed  when  he  is  cross- 
examining  an  opponent.  All  these  accomplishments  must 
be  acquired,  together  with  full  j^romptitude  and  flexibility, 
before  he  will  bo  competent  to  perform  those  two  diflicult 
functions,  which  Plato  considei's  to  be  the  test  of  knowledge. 
You  may  say  that  such  a result  is  indefinitely  distant  and 
hopeless  : Plato  considers  it  attainable,  though  he  admits  the 
arduous  eft’orts  which  it  will  cost.  But  the  point  which  I 
wish  to  show  is,  that  if  attiiinable  at  all,  it  can  only  be 
attained  through  a long  and  varied  course  of  such  dialectic 
discussion  iis  that  which  we  read  in  the  Platonic  Dialogues  of 
Search.  The  state  and  aptitude  of  mind  called  Iniowledge, 
can  oidy  be  generated  as  a last  result  of  this  continued  prac- 
tice (to  borrow  an  exj)ression  of  Longinus).  The  Platonic 
method  is  thus  in  i>erfeet  harmony  and  co-ordination  with 
the  Platonic  result,  as  described  and  pursued.’ 

It  is  a mistake  to  interpret  these  debates  as  mere  displays 
of  dialectical  ingenuity:  they  were  the  gropings  of  Plato 
himself. 

‘ The  doubts  and  difficulties  were  certaiidy  exercises  to  the 
mind  of  Plato  himself,  and  were  intended  us  exercises  to  his 
readers : but  he  has  nowhere  provided  a key  to  the  solution 
of  them.  Where  he  propounds  positive  dogmas,  he  does  not 
bring  them  face  to  face  with  objections,  nor  verify  their 
authority  by  showing  that  they  afibrd  satisfactory  solution 
of  the  difliculties  exhibited  in  his  negative  procedure.  The 
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two  currents  of  liis  sjxiculation,  the  affirmative  and  the 
negative,  are  distinct  and  inde^Hindent  of  each  other.  Where 
the  affirmative  is  especially  present  (as  in  Timmin),  the 
negative  altogether  disappears.  Timseus  is  made  to  proclaim 
the  most  sweeping  theories,  not  one  of  which  the  real 
Sokrates  would  have  suffered  to  pass  without  ahundant 
cross-examination : hut  the  Platonic  Sokratos  hears  them 
with  respcctfid  silence,  and  commends  afterwards.  The 
declaration  so  often  made  by  Sokratos  that  ho  is  a searcher, 
not  a teacher — that  he  feels  doubts  keenly'  himself,  and  can 
impress  them  ui)on  others,  hut  cannot  discover  any  good 
solution  of  them — this  declaration,  which  is  usually  considered 
mere  irony,  is  literally  true.  The  Platonic  theorj'  of  Objec- 
tive Ideas  separate  and  absolute,  which  the  commentators 
often  announce  as  if  it  cleared  up  all  difficulties — not  only 
clears  up  none,  but  introduces  fresh  ones  belonging  to  itself. 
When  Plato  comes  forward  to  affirm,  his  dogmas  are  alto- 
gether « priori : they  enunciate  preconceptions  or  hj-potheses, 
which  derive  their  hold  upon  his  belief,  not  from  any  apti- 
tude for  solving  the  objections  which  he  has  raised,  but  from 
deep  and  solemn  sentiment  of  some  kind  or  other — religions, 
ethical,  ncsthetieal,  iioetical,  &c.,  the  worship  of  numerical 
symmetry  or  exactness,  &c.  The  dogmas  are  enunciations 
of  some  grand  sentiment  of  the  divine,  good,  just,  beautiful, 
sjunmetrical,  &c.,  which  Plato  follows  out  into  corolhudes. 
But  this  is  a process  of  it-self ; and  while  he  is  performing  it, 
the  doubts  previously  raised  are  not  called  up  to  be  solved, 
but  are  forgotten  or  kept  out  of  sight.  It  is  therefore  a 
mistake  to  suppose  that  Plato  ties  knots  in  one  dialogue  only 
with  a view  to  untie  them  in  anotlier  ; and  that  the  doubts 
which  he  propounds  are  already  fully  solved  in  his  o\vn 
mind,  only  that  ho  defers  the  announcement  of  the  solution 
until  the  embarrassed  hearer  has  struggled  to  find  it  for 
himself.’ 

The  Method  employed  by  Plato  was  the  Subjective.  The 
test  he  uniformly  applied  was  that  of  submitting  the  external 
order  to  his  conceptions  of  what  was  rational,  without 
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previously  detennining  bow  he  came  by  those  conceptions 
of  rationality,  and  what  guarantee  they  offered  of  being 
themselves  demonstrable.  ‘ Laying  down  some  general 
hj-pothesis,’  he  says  in  the  rhwdo,  ‘ which  I considered  to 
be  the  best,  I accepted  as  truth  whatever  squared  with  it 
respecting  cause,  as  well  as  other  things.’  This  frauli;  avowal 
is  confirmed  by  every  specidation.  When  he  attempts  to 
prove  that  the  wrong-doer  is  more  miserable  than  the  wrong- 
sufferer,  he  never  attenqjts  to  show  what  Good  and  Evil  are, 
or  by  what  characters  they  may  be  recognised ; he  only 
intimates  that  they  correspond  with  certain  conceptions  in 
his  own  mind  ; and  in  endeavoming  to  prove  that  the  success- 
ful criminal  must  be  miserable,  though  no  misciy  is  felt  by 
him,  Plato  merely  displays  his  habitual  indifference  to  facts 
in  favour  of  deductive  conclusions.  Having  assumed  the 
existence  of  the  Ideas  of  Greatness  and  Littleness  apart 
from  great  and  little  Things,  he  concluded  that  it  was  through 
participation  in  these  Ideas  that  things  were  great  and  little — 
whereas  the  Objective  Method  necessarily  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion that  from  great  and  little  Things  we  form  the  abstrac- 
tions of  Greatness  and  Littleness.  ‘ If  I am  told,’  he  says, 
‘ that  one  man  is  taller  than  another  by  the  head,  and  that 
this  one  is  shorter  tlian  the  first  by  the  same,  I shmdd  not 
admit  the  proposition,  but  repeat  my  own  ci’eed,  that  what- 
ever is  greater  than  another  is  greater  bj'  nothing  else 
except  by  Greatness,  whatever  is  less  than  another  is  less 
only  tlirough  Littleness.  For  I should  fear  to  be  entjingled 
in  a contradiction  if  I affirmed  that  the  greater  man  was 
greater,  and  the  lesser  man  less,  by  the  same  thing  (the  head), 
and  next  m saying  that  a man  was  greater  by  a head  which 
is  itself  little.  . . Again,  when  One  is  placed  beside  One,  or 
when  One  is  divided,  I should  not  affinn  that  juxtaposition 
was  the  cause  of  Two  in  the  first  case,  and  division  in  the 
second.  I proclaim  loudly  that  I know  of  no  other  cause 
for  its  becoming  Two,  except  participation  in  the  essence  of 
Twoness  (the  Dyad).  That  which  becomes  Two  must  par- 
take of  the  Dyad ; as  one  of  the  Monad.’ 
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It  may  puzzle  the  modern  reader  to  conceive  a man  of 
Plato’s  intellect  not  being  suddenly  made  aware  of  the 
fallacious  nature  of  a Method  which  could  lead  to  such 
results.  But  Plato,  though  not  unaware  of  the  violence  to 
common  sense  which  might  seem  to  lie  in  his  conclusions, 
thus  meets  the  objection : ‘ If  any  impugn  the  hypothesis, 
I should  make  no  reply  to  him  until  I had  followed  out  all 
its  consequences  to  ascertain  whether  they  were  consistent 
with  it.  I should  then,  when  the  proper  time  arrived, 
defend  the  hypothesis,  assuming  some  other  hjqjothesis  yet 
more  general,  mch  ag  apitearcd  lo  me  lo  be  best,  until  I came 
to  something  fully  sufficient.  But  I would  not  permit  myself 
to  confound  the  discussion  of  the  hypothesis  itself  with  the 
discussion  of  its  consequences.  This  is  a method  which 
camjot  lead  to  trutli,  though  it  is  much  practised  by  dis- 
putants who  pride  themselves  on  their  ingenuity  when  they 
thus  throw  things  into  confusion.’  * 

This  resolution  of  hj-potheses  into  hypotheses  of  greater 
generality  in  an  ascending  progression  until  some  indisputable 
axiomatic  truth  is  reached,  is  the  point  of  departure  in  the 
Platonic  system  from  the  formula  of  Protagoras,  ‘ Man  is 
the  measure  of  aU  things.’  It  afiirms  a possibility  of  abso- 
lute truth ; escapes  from  the  scepticism  inherent  in  the 
doctrine  of  the  relativity  of  knowledge,  by  the  confidence 
in  the  truth  of  universal  propositions.  But  it  should  be 
remarked  that  Plato  gradually  worked  his  way  to  this  point. 
At  the  time  when  he  composed  the  Phaetlo  he  had  not  seen 
the  importance  of  this  position ; indeed,  he  then  held  the 
Ideal  Theory  oidy  as  an  hjqwthesis.  Later  on,  in  the 
Iiipublic,  he  regards  every  hypothesis  as  a mere  latlder  by 
which  to  ascend  into  a region  above  hyiwthesis,  the  Region 
of  First  Principles ; and  he  there  blames  mathematicians 
because  they  render  no  account  of  the  hyjjotheses  fi-om  which 
they  start.  In  the  Timmw  he  declares  that  propositions  are 
equivalent  to  the  natures  they  affirm,  and  that  those  which 

* Tiipse  piissagos  art*  paraphrases  rather  thau  translations  the  rh<Bdo,  which 
are  given  by  Mr.  Orote,  and  which  1 have  in  turn  slightly  modified. 
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relate  only  to  Essences  and  Ideas,  are  indisputable ; those 
which  relate  to  the  world  of  Sense,  dealing  only  with  copies 
of  Ideas,  are  less  and  less  trustworthy  in  proportion  to  their 
sensuous  nature : they  are  at  the  best  only  probabilities, 
whereas  universal  propositions  are  primary  truths,  seen  to  bo 
such  by  intuition. 

‘ The  dove  cleaving  the  thin  air,’  says  Kant,  ‘ and  feeling 
its  resistance,  might  suppose  that  in  airless  space  her  move- 
ments would  be  more  rapid.  Precisely  in  tliis  way  Plato 
thought  that  by  abandoning  the  sensuous  world,  because  of 
the  limits  it  placed  to  his  understanding,  he  might  more 
successfully  venture  into  the  void  space  of  pure  intellect.’  * 
Socrates,  as  we  have  shown,  relied  upon  the  Inductive 
or  Analogical  reasoning,  and  on  Definitions,  as  the  two 
principles  of  investigation.  The  incompleteness  of  these 
principles  we  have  already  pointed  out ; and  Plato  himself 
found  it  necessary  to  enlarge  them. 

Definitions  form  the  basis  of  aU  Philosophy.  To  know  a 
thing  you  must  also  know  what  it  is  not.  In  ascertaining  the 
real  Definition,  Socrates  employed  his  accmif  heur's  art  {Tixyrj 
fuuevTiKij),  and  proceeded  inductively.  Plato  also  used  these 
arts ; but  he  added  to  tliem  the  more  efficient  processes  of 
Analysis  and  Synthesis,  of  Generalization  and  Classification. f 
Analysis,  which  was  first  insisted  on  by  Plato  as  a philo- 
sophic process,  is  the  decomposition  of  the  whole  into  its 
separate  parts  ; whereby,  after  examining  those  parts  atten- 
tively, the  idea  of  the  whole  is  correctly  ascertained.  To 
use  Platonic  language.  Analysis  is  seeing  the  One  in  the 
Many.  Thus,  if  the  subject  be  Virtue,  the  general  term 
Virtue  must  first  be  decoinjmsed  into  all  its  parts,  i.e.  into 
all  the  Virtues  ; and  from  a thorough  eiaiuinatiou  of  the 
Virtues  a clear  idea  of  Virtue  may  be  attained.J 

It  is  remarkable  that  in  all  the  Dialogues,  no  matter  how 
various  their  object  and  opinions,  he  is  always  found  insistiu'r 

* Kant,  KritiXr ; Einitituriff. 

t OjDsult  Van  Hkcsdk,  InUia  Phihsoph,  liafonica,  ii.  pars  97,  9S. 

} A good  cxaniplo  of  his  mode  of  conducting  an  imiuiry  niiiy  be  seen  in  iho 
Gorffiat. 
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on  the  relation  of  universals  to  particulars.  To  detect  the 
One  in  the  Many  is  the  constant  aim.  He  is  always  interro- 
gating the  meaning  of  general  terms  and  abstractions  em- 
boilied  in  popular  language.  And  Plato  was  not  only  here 
opening  a road  towards  the  establishment  of  formal  logic, 
but  was  conscious  that  he  was  opening  such  a road. 

Perhaps  the  most  consistent  opinion  maintained  by  him 
was  that  on  Classification — the  search  for  the  One  in  the 
Many  and  the  Many  in  the  One — the  breaking  down  of  an 
extensive  genus  into  species  and  sub-species — which  Mr. 
Grote  believes  to  have  been  an  important  novelty  in  those 
days.  ‘ If  we  transport  ourselves  back  to  his  time,  I thude 
that  such  a view  of  the  principles  of  classification  implies  a 
new  and  valuable  turn  of  thought.  There  existed  then  no 
treatises  of  logic ; no  idea  of  logic  as  a scheme  of  mental 
procedure ; no  sciences  out  of  which  it  was  possible  to 
abstract  the  conception  of  a regular  method  more  or  less 
diversified.  On  no  subject  was  there  any  mass  of  facts  or 
dehiils  collected  large  enough  to  demand  some  regular 
system  for  the  purpose  of  arranging  and  rendering  them 
intelligible.  Classification  to  a certain  extent  is  of  necessity 
involved,  consciously  or  unconsciously,  in  the  use  of  general 
terms.  But  the  process  itself  had  never  been  made  a subject 
of  distinct  consciousness  or  reflection  to  any  one  (as  far  as 
our  knowledge  reaches)  in  the  time  of  Plato.  No  one  had 
yet  looked  at  It  as  a process,  natural  indeed  to  the  human 
intellect  up  to  a certain  point  and  in  a loose  manner,  but 
capable  both  of  great  extension  and  great  improvement,  and 
requiring  especial  stud}',  with  an  end  deliberately  set  before 
the  mind,  in  order  that  it  might  be  employed  with  advantage 
to  equalize  and  render  intelligible  even  common  and  well- 
known  facts.’  The  fimdamental  principle  of  classification — 
that  it  should  be  objective  and  founded  on  the  relations  of 
objects,  not  subjective  and  founded  on  the  relations  of 
objects  to  us — Plato  very  distinctly  grasped.  Goethe  has 
made  it  the  matter  of  an  interesting  essay.  Dor  Versuch  ah 
Venniltler  von  Object  und  Subject,  not,  indeed,  in  reference 
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to  classification,  but  to  philosophic  inquiry  generally.  The 
tendency  of  the  uncultivated  mind  is  always  to  classify 
things  on  emotional  rather  than  on  intellectual  grounds. 
The  groups  of  objects  thrown  together  in  such  minds,  and 
conceived  in  immediate  association,  are  such  as  to  sug- 
gest the  same  or  kindred  emotions ; jileasure  or  pain,  love 
or  hatred,  hojie  or  fear,  admiration,  contempt,  disgust, 
jealousy,  ridicule.  Community  of  emotion  is  a stronger 
bond  of  association  between  different  objects  than  com- 
munity in  any  attribute  not  immediately  interesting  to  the 
emotions,  and  appreciable  only  intellectually.  Those  objects 
which  have  nothing  else  in  common  except  appeal  to  the 
same  earnest  emotion  will  often  bo  called  by  the  same  general 
name,  and  will  be  constituted  members  of  the  same  class. 
To  attend  to  attributes  in  any  other  point  of  view  than  in 
reference  to  the  amount  and  kind  of  emotion  which  they 
excite  is  a process  uncongenial  to  the  ordinary  taste.  It 
is  against  this  natural  pro2)enBity  that  Plato  enters  his 
protest  in  the  name  of  intellect  and  science.  For  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a classification  founded  on  real  intrinsic 
affinities  we  must  exclude  all  reference  to  the  emotions ; wo 
must  take  no  account  whether  a thing  be  plesising  or  hate- 
ful, sublime  or  mean ; we  must  bring  ourselves  to  rank 
objects  useful  or  grand  in  the  same  logical  compartment 
with  objects  hurtful  or  ludicrous. 

Definitions  were  to  Plato  what  general  or  abstract  ideas 
were  to  later  metaphysicians.  The  individual  thing  was 
held  to  be  transitory  and  phenomenal,  the  abstract  idea  was 
eternal.  Only  concerning  the  hitter  could  philosophy  occu2)y 
itself.  But  Socrates,  although  insisting  on  jiroiier  Defini-. 
tions,  had  no  conception  of  the  classification  of  those  Defi- 
nitions which  must  constitute  philosoi>liy.  Plato,  thei'efore, 
by  the  introduction  of  this  jirocess,  shifted  philosojihy  from 
the  ground  of  inquiries  into  man  and  society  to  that  of 
Dialectics.  What  was  Dialectics  ? It  was  the  art  of 
tUnconrsiug,  i.e.  the  art  of  thinking,  i.c.  logic.  Plato  uses 
the  word  Dialectics,  because  with  him  Thinking  was  a silent 


Digitized  by  GoogI 


PLATO’S  METHOD. 


2.35 


discourse  of  the  soul,  and  differed  from  speecli  only  in  beinp 
silent. 

Dialectics  (or,  in  modem  phrase.  Ontology)  comprised  the 
highest  cognitions.  Truth  belongs  exclusively  to  them. 
But  there  were  other,  inferior  sciences,  which,  having  more 
or  less  affinity  to  Dialectics,  may  be  classified  accordingly. 
Mathematics  approaches  them  most  nearly ; but  they  are  not 
l>erfect.  Hear  what  is  said  in  the  Hqmblic*  : — 

‘ You  will  imdei-stand  me  more  easily  when  I have  made 
some  previous  observations.  I think  you  know  that  the 
students  of  subjects  like  geometry  and  calculation,  assume 
by  way  of  materials,  in  each  investigation,  all  odd  anj)  even 
numbers,  figures,  three  kinds  of  angles,  and  other  similar 
data.  These  things  they  are  supposed  to  know,  and  having 
adopted  them  as  hypotheses,  they  decline  to  give  any  account 
of  them,  either  to  themselves  or  to  others,  on  the  assumption 
that  they  are  self-evident ; and,  making  these  their  starting 
point,  they  proceed  to  travel  through  the  remainder  of  the 
subject,  and  arrive  at  last,  with  perfect  unanimity,  at  that 
which  they  have  proposed  as  the  object  of  investigation. 

‘ I am  perfectly  aware  of  the  fact,  he  replied. 

‘ Tlicn  you  also  know  that  they  summon  to  their  aid  visible 
forms,  and  discourse  about  them,  though  their  thoughts  are 
busy  not  with  these  forms,  but  with  their  originals,  and 
though  they  discourse  not  with  a view  to  the  particular 
square  and  diameter  which  they  draw,  but  with  a view  to  the 
absolute  square  and  the  absolute  diameter,  and  so  on.  For 
while  tJ‘oy  employ  by  way  of  images  those  figures  and 
diagrams  aforesaid,  which  again  have  their  shadows  and 
images  in  water,  they  are  really  endeavouring  to  behold 
those  abstractions  which  a person  can  only  see  with  the  eye 
of  thought. 

‘ True. 

‘ This,  then,  was  the  class  of  things  which  I called  intellec- 
tual ; but  I said  that  the  soul  is  constrained  to  employ  hjqx)- 

• TruDblutpd  by  Misbrs.  Davibs  aud  Vavohan. 
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theses  while  engnged  in  the  investigation  of  them — not 
travelling  to  a first  principle  (lx*cause  it  is  unable  to  stop 
out  of,  and  mount  above,  its  hj'jjotheses),  but  using,  as 
images,  the  actual  objects  that  are  copied  by  the  things 
below — which  objects,  as  compared  with  the  copies,  have  a 
reputation  for  clearness,  and  are  held  in  esteem. 

‘ I understand  you  to  be  speaking  of  the  subject-matter  of 
geometry,  and  its  kindred  arts. 

‘ Again,  by  the  second  segment  of  the  intellectual  world 
understand  me  to  mean  all  that  the  mere  reasoning  process 
apprehends  bj'  the  force  of  dialectic,  when  it  avails  itself  of 
hypotiieses  not  as  first  principles,  but  as  genuine  hj-potheses, 
that  is  to  say,  ns  stepping-stones  and  impulses,  whereby  it 
may  force  its  way  xip  to  something  that  is  not  hj'pothetical, 
and  arrive  at  the  first  principle  of  everj'thing,  and  seize  it 
in  its  grasp  ; which  done,  it  turns  round,  and  takes  hold 
of  that  which  takes  hold  of  this  first  principle,  till  at  last 
it  comes  down  to  a conclusion,  calling  in  the  aid  of  no  sen- 
sible object  whatever,  but  simply  emjdoj'ing  abstract,  self- 
subsisting  forms,  and  terminating  in  the  same. 

‘ I do  not  understand  you  so  well  as  I could  wish,  for  I 
believe  you  to  bo  describing  an  arduoxis  task ; but  at  any 
rate  I undei*stand  that  you  wish  to  declare  distinctly,  that 
the  field  of  real  existence  and  pure  intellect,  as  contemplated 
by  the  science  of  dialectic,  is  more  certain  than  the  field 
investigated  by  what  are  called  the  arts,  in  which  hj-pothcscs 
constitute  first  principles,  which  the  students  are  compelled, 
it  is  true,  to  contemplate  with  the  mind  and  not  >yith  the 
senses  ; but,  at  the  same  time,  as  they  do  not  come  back,  in 
the  course  of  inquiry,  to  a first  principle,  but  jmsh  on  from 
hypothetical  premisses,  you  think  thattheydo  not  exercise  pure 
reason  on  the  questions  that  engage  them,  although  taken  in 
connexion  with  a first  principle  these  questions  come  within 
the  domain  of  the  pure  reason.  And  I believe  you  apply  the 
term  imderstanding,  not  pure  reason,  to  the  mental  habit  of 
such  iK'ople  as  geometricians — regarding  uriderstanding  as 
something  intermediate  between  opinion  and  pure  reason.’ 
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From  this  brief  outline  of  Plato’s  Method  may  he  seen 
how  erroneous  is  the  notion  which  supposes  that  his  merit 
wa.s  exclusively  literary.  He  was  pre-eminently  a severe 
Dialectician.  This  is  his  leading  peculiarity  ; but  he  has 
clothed  his  method  in  such  attractive  forms  that  the  means 
have  been  mistaken  for  the  end.  Ilis  great  dogma,  like  that 
of  his  master,  Socrates,  was  the  necessity  of  an  untiring 
investigation  into  general  tei-ms  (or  absti'act  ideas). 

‘ Tlie  natural  tendency  of  the  real  lover  of  knowledge  is  to 
strain  every  nerve  to  reach  real  existence  ; and  far  from 
resting  at  those  multitudinous  particular  phenomena  whoso 
existence  falls  within  the  region  of  opinion,  he  presses  on, 
imdiscouragod,  and  desists  not  from  his  passion,  till  he  has 
apprehended  the  nature  of  each  thing  as  it  really  is,  with 
that  part  of  his  soul  whose  property  it  is  to  lay  hold  of  such 
objects,  in  virtue  of  its  afluiity  to  them ; — and  having,  by 
means  of  this,  verily  approached  and  held  intercourse  with 
that  which  verily  exists,  he  begets  wisdom  and  truth,  so 
that  then,  and  not  till  then,  he  knows,  enjoys  true  life,  and 
receives  true  nourishment,  and  is  at  length  released  from  his 
tmvail-pungs.’ 

He  did  not  look  on  life  with  the  temporary  interest  of 
a passing  iidiahitant  of  the  world.  lie  looked  on  it  as  an 
immortal  soul  longing  to  be  released  from  its  earthly  prison, 
and  striving  to  catch  hy  anticipation  some  faint  glimpses 
of  that  region  of  eternal  Truth  where  it  would  some  day 
rest.  The  fleeting  phenomena  of  this  world  he  knew  were 
nothing  more ; but  he  was  too  wise  to  overlook  them. 
Fleeting  and  imperfect  as  they  were,  they  were  the  indica- 
tions of  that  eternal  Truth  for  which  he  longed,  footmarks 
on  the  perilous  journey,  and  guides  to  the  wished-for  goal. 
Long  before  him  wise  and  meditative  men  perceived  that 
sense-knowledge  would  only  be  knowledge  of  phenomena; 
that  everj-thing  men  call  Existence  was  but  a perpetual 
flux — a something  which,  always  becoming,  never  was ; that 
the  reports  which  our  senses  made  of  these  things  partook 
of  the  same  fleeting  and  uncertain  character.  He  could 
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not,  tlioreforc,  put  his  trust  in  them ; he  could  not  believe 
that  Time  was  anything  more  than  the  wavering  image  of 
Eternity. 

The  transitory  phenomena  were  not  true  existences ; but 
they  were  images  of  true  existences.  Interrogiite  them ; 
classify  them  ; discover  what  qualities  they  have  in  common ; 
discover  that  which  is  invariable,  necessary,  amidst  all  that 
is  variable,  contingent ; discover  The  One  in  the  Many,  and 
you  have  penetrated  the  secret  of  Existence.* 

To  reduce  this  Platonic  language  to  a modem  formula : 
Tilings  exist  as  classes  and  as  indiidduals.  These  classes 
are  but  species  of  higher  classes ; e.  g.  men  are  individuals  of  _ 
the  class  Man,  and  Man  is  a species  of  the  class  Animal. 
But  Philosophy,  which  is  deductive,  has  nothing  to  do  with 
individuals ; it  is  occupied  solely  with  classes.  General 
Terms,  or  abstract  ideas,  are  therefore  the  materials  with 
which  Philosophy  works. 

We  are  here  led  to  the  origin  of  the  famous  dispute  of 
Realism  and  Nominalism,  which  may  be  summed  up  in  a 
sentence.  Tlie  Realists  maintain,  that  every  General  Term 
(or  Abstract  idea),  such  as  Man,  Virtue,  kc,,  has  a real  and 
independent  existence,  quite  irrespective  of  any  concrete 
individual  determination,  such  as  Smith,  Benevolence,  &c. 
The  Nominalists,  on  the  contrary,  maintain  that  all  General 
Terms  are  but  the  creations  of  the  mind,  designating  no 
distinct  entities,  being  merely  used  as  marks  of  aggregate 
conceptions. 

In  Realism,  Plato  separated  himself  from  his  master 
Socrates.  On  this  point  we  have  the  indubitable,  but 
hitherto  little  noticed,  testimony  of  Aristotle,  who,  after 
speaking  of  the  Socratic  Method  of  Induction  and  Defini- 
tion, says : — ‘ Bxit  Socrates  gave  neither  to  General  Terms 
nor  to  Definitions  a distinct  existence.’ f Tliis  is  plain 

* To  r«fer  the  midcr  to  partionKir  wherein  this  doctrine  is  pipri'ssi'd, 

or  implied,  would  be  endless;  it  runs  through  nearly  all  his  works.  Perhaps  the 
easiest  passage  where  it  may  be  re-.td  is  Phi/c/nu,  pp.  233-6. 

t xiii.  4,  AAA  6 fxiy  SMKpirjjt  tA  soddAoe  ov  xwpiarA  ^iroicf,  ou6c  toAj 
Aparfious.  — The  wording  of  this  may  appt'Ur  strange.  Many  have  supposed 
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enongli.  Aristotle,  in  continuation,  obviously  82)oaks  of 
Plato : — ‘ Those  who  succeeded  him  gave  to  these  General 
Terms  a sei^arate  existence,  and  called  them  Ideas' 

It  will  be  seen  in  this  sketch  of  the  Method  that  Plato 
really  took  an  important  step  in  advance,  not  only  by  the 
foundations  which  he  may  be  said  to  have  laid  for  a science 
of  Logic,  but  also  by  rescuing  Philosophy  from  the  dissolving 
tendencies  of  scepticism  in  the  reassertion  of  its  claim  to 
Certitude.  Whether  the  criterion  which  he  advanced  were 
or  were  not  a valid  one,  is  another  question ; that  belongs  to 
Philosophy ; but  History  at  least  wiU  recognise  that  tlic 
claim  was  made,  and  for  centuries  was  accepted.  If  the 
Subjective  Method  is  a pathway  to  the  truth,  if  Logic  is  the 
organon  of  discovery,  if  ideas  are  the  measures  of  existences, 
if  the  external  order  corresponds  with  the  internal  order, 
and  eveiy'thing  exists  as  we  think  it,  then  Plato’s  claim  is 
irresistible.  Up  to  his  time  there  had  been  dogmatism  and 
scejiticism  ; ho  first  saw  the  necessity  of  controlling  dogma- 
tism by  scepticism,  while  the  final  conclusions  of  research 
must  nevertheless  be  dogmatic  and  based  upon  a criterion  of 
certitude.  If  in  his  own  researches  he  vacillated,  he  did  not 
vacillate  as  to  the  integrity  of  his  Method.  He  was  assured 
that  there  was  a ground  of  certitude,  assured  that  this  was 
in  universal  propositions ; to  arrive  at  such  propositions  was 
therefore  the  aim  of  research.  Socrates  took  up  the  purely 
negative  side.  Plato  looked  on  this  as  the  indispensable 
l)relude  to  an  affirmative  attitude,  and  by  his  criterion  he 
gave  a logical  basis  to  the  Subjective  Method. 

nnivoraals  to  separately;  but  how  a sepanite  existence  could  be  given  to 
Definitions  may  puzzle  the  Ktoutest  Kealist.  The  diflficulty  vanishes,  if  we  under- 
stand that  the  Platonic  Definitions  and  Universals  wero  the  same  things; 
Aristotle's  phruso  is,  however,  ambiguous. 
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Platonic  Theories. 

Although  there  is  no  Platonic  system  properly  so  called, 
nor  any  theories  that  can  he  said  to  have  held  more 
than  a temjsjrary  hold  of  his  scei)tical  and  jirogressive  intel- 
lect, since  even  those  that  most  frequently  recur  are  variously 
conceived  by  him,  and  the  description  which  would  be  accu- 
rate if  drawn  from  one  Dialogue,  would  be  inaccurate  if  applied 
to  the  same  theory  in  another,  there  are,  nevertheless,  certain 
theories  which  have  become  famous  as  Platonic,  and  which, 
because  they  have  exercised  great  influence  on  the  course  of 
speculative  development,  must  be  briefly  expounded  here. 

The  word  Idea  has  undergone  more  changes  than  almost 
any  word  in  philosophy;  and  nothing  can  well  be  more 
opposed  to  the  modem  sense  of  the  word  than  the  sense 
affixed  to  it  by  Plato.  If  we  were  to  say,  that  Ideas  were 
tantamount  to  the  Subslautial  Farms  of  the  schoolmen,  we 
should  run  the  risk  of  endeavouring  to  enlighten  an  ob- 
scurity by  an  obscurity  no  less  opaque.  If  we  were  to  say, 
that  the  Ideas  were  tantamount  to  UniversaJs,  the  same 
objection  might  be  raised.  If  we  were  to  say,  that  the  Ideas 
were  Getteral  Terms  or  Abstract  Ideas,  we  should  mislead 
every  Nominalist  into  the  belief  that  Plato  was  an  ‘Idealist;’ 
otherwise  the  last  explanation  would  be  pertinent. 

It  will  be  better,  however,  to  describe  first,  and  to  define 
afterwards.  Plato,  according  to  Aristotle,  gave  to  General 
Terms  a distinct  existence,  and  called  them  Ideas.  He 
became  a Realist ; and  asserted  that  there  was  the  Abstract- 
Jlan  no  loss  than  the  Concrete  Men : the  latter  were  Men 
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only  in  as  far  as  they  participated  in  the  Ideal  Man.  No 
one  will  dispute  that  we  have  a conception  of  a genus — that 
we  do  conceive  and  reason  about  Man  quite  independently 
of  Smith  or  Brown,  Peter  or  Paul.  If  we  have  such  a con- 
ception, whence  did  we  derive  it  ? Our  experience  has  only 
been  of  the  Smiths  and  Browns,  the  Peters  and  Pauls ; we 
have  only  known  men.  Our  senses  tell  us  nothing  of  Man. 
Individual  objects  only  give  individual  knowledge.  A 
number  of  stones  placed  before  us  will  afford  txs  no  know- 
ledge, will  not  enable  ns  to  say.  These  arc  stones  ; unless  we 
have  previously  learned  what  is  the  nature  of  Stone.  So, 
also,  we  must  know  the  nature  of  Man,  before  we  can  know 
that  Jones  and  Brown  are  Men.  We  do  know  Man,  and  we 
know  Men ; but  our  knowledge  of  the  former  is  distinct  from 
that  of  the  latter,  and  must  have  a distinct  source ; so, 
at  least,  thought  the  Realists.  What  is  that  source  ? Re- 
flection, not  sense. 

The  Realists  finding  Tlio  One  in  The  Many, — in  other 
words,  finding  certain  characteristics  common  to  all  men, 
and  not  only  common  to  them  but  necessary  to  their  being 
Men, — abstracted  these  general  characteristics  from  the  par- 
ticular accidents  of  individual  men,  and  out  of  these  charac- 
tei'istics  made  what  they  called  UniversnU  (what  w^e  call 
genera).  These  Universals  exist  per  «e.  They  are  not 
only  conceptions  of  the  mind ; they  are  entities ; and  our 
perceptions  of  them  are  formed  in  the  same  manner  as  our 
perceptions  of  other  things. 

If  the  conception  of  genera  be  rendered  objective,  the 
Realist  doctrine  is  explained.  Our  conceptions  were  held  by 
Realism  to  be  perceptions  of  existing  Things ; these  Plato 
called  Ideas,  the  only  real  existences : they  were  the  noumena 
of  which  all  individual  things  were  the  phenomena.  If  then 
we  define  the  Platonic  ‘ Idea’  to  be  a ‘Noumenon,’  or  ‘ Sub- 
stantial Form,’  we  shall  not  be  far  wrong : and  most  of  the 
disputes  respecting  the  real  meaning  of  the  term  will  be  set 
aside ; for  example,  Ritter’s  account  of  the  word — in  which 
he  is  at  a loss  to  say  whether  Idea  means  th£  universal,  or 
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whether  it  does  not  also  mean  the  individual.  That  Plato 
usually  designates  a General  Term  by  the  word  Idea,  there 
can  be  no  doubt ; there  can  be  no  doubt  also  that  he  some- 
times designates  the  essence  of  some  individual  thing  an 
Idea,  as  in  the  Itejmhlic,  where  he  speaks  of  the  Idea  of  a 
Table  from  which  all  other  Tables  were  formed.  There  is  no 
contradiction  in  this : — a g^eneral  form  is  as  necessary  for 
Tables  as  for  Men : this  Idea,  therefore,  equally  partivkes  of 
generality,  even  where  exemplified  by  particular  things. 

Aristotle,  in  a memorable  passage,  says : — ‘ Plato  fol- 
lowed Socrates  resi>ecting  definitions,  but,  accustomed  as 
he  was  to  inquiries  into  universals  (Sia  to  irtpl  tS>v 

xaSoKov),  he  supposed  that  definitions  should  be  those  of 
inh’lliijihles  (i.e.  nouraena),  rather  than  of  senaihlex  (i.  e.  phe- 
nomena) : for  it  is  impossible  to  give  a general  definition  to 
sensible  objects,  which  are  always  changing.  Those  Intelli- 
gible Essences  he  called  Ideas ; adding  that  sensible  objects 
were  different  from  Ideas,  and  received  from  them  their 
names;  for  it  is  in  consequence  of  their  participatian  (ncoTa 
fiede^iv)  in  Ideas,  that  all  objects  of  the  same  genus  receive 
the  same  name  as  the  Ideas.  He  introduced  the  word  par- 
ticipation. The  Pj-thagoreans  say,  that  “ Things  are  the 
copies  of  Numbers.”  Plato  says,  “ the  participation ; ” he 
only  changes  the  name.’* 

It  may  be  affirmed  that  Plato  did  more  than  change  a 
name.  The  conception  alone  of  Ideas,  as  generical  types,  is  a 
great  advance  on  the  conception  of  Numbers.  But  Plato  did 
not  stop  here.  He  ventured  on  an  explanation  of  the  nature 
and  the  degree  of  that  participation  of  sensible  objects  in 
Ideas.  And  Aristotle  himself,  in  another  place,  points  out 
a fundamental  distinction.  ‘ Plato  thought  that  sensible 
Things  no  less  than  their  catises  were  Numbers  ; Ind  the 
cnnse»  are  IntelUgihUg  (i.e.  Ideas),  and  other  things  SensibUs.’ f 
This  gives  a new  character  to  the  theory ; it  renders  it  at 
once  more  clear  and  more  a]>plicable. 

» Mftaph.  i.  6. 

f Mctaph,  i*  7f  rovs  yoTjrjhs  (uVioi'f,  rovrovs  aitrBiiTO^s, 
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The  greatest  difficulty  felt  in  the  Ideal  theory  is  that  of 
participation.  How,  and  in  how  far,  does  this  participation 
take  place  ? A question  which  Plato  did  not,  and  could 
not,  solve.  All  that  he  could  answer  was,  that  human  know- 
ledge is  necessarily  imperfect,  that  sensation  troubles  the 
intellectual  eye,  and  only  when  the  soul  is  free  from  the 
hindrances  of  the  body  shall  we  be  able  to  discern  things  in 
all  the  ineffable  splendour  of  truth.  But,  although  our 
knowledge  is  imperfect,  it  is  not  false.  Beason  enables  us 
to  catch  some  glimpses  of  the  truth,  and  we  must  endea- 
vour to  gain  more.  Whatever  is  the  object  of  the  soul's 
thought,  purely  as  such,  is  real  and  true.  Tlie  problem  is 
to  separate  these  glimpses  of  the  truth  from  the  prejudici's 
and  errors  of  mere  opinion. 

In  this  doctrine,  opinion  is  concerned  only  with  Appear- 
ances (phenomena) : philosophy,  with  Existence.  Our  sen- 
sation, judgments,  opinions,  have  only  reference  to  rd 
yiryvofitva ; our  philosophic  conceptions  have  reference  to  rd 
Sina.  The  whole  matter  is  comprised  in  Plato’s  answer  to 
Diogenes,  who  thought  ho  demolished  the  theory  of  Ideas 
by  exclaiming,  ‘ I see  indeed  a table ; but  I see  no  Idea  of 
a table.’  Plato  replied,  ‘ Because  you  see  with  your  eyes, 
and  not  with  your  reason.’  Hence,  at  the  close  of  the  .5th 
Book  of  his  Bepuhlic,  he  says  that  those  only  are  to  be  called 
Philosophers  who  devote  themselves  to  the  contemplation  of 
TO  oi>,  i.'e.  Existence. 

‘ When  a man  knows,  does  he  know  something  or  nothing  ? 
Be  so  good,  Glaucon,  os  to  make  answer  in  his  behalf. 

‘ My  answer  will  be,  that  he  knows  something. 

‘ Something  that  exists  or  does  not  exist  ? 

‘ Something  that  exists : for  how  coidd  a thing  that  docs 
not  exist  be  known  ? 

‘ Are  we  then  quite  sure  of  this  fact,  in  whatever  variety  of 
ways  wo  might  examine  it,  that  what  completely  exi.sts  may 
be  completely  known,  whereas  that  which  has  no  existence 
at  all  must  bo  wholly  unknown  ? 

‘ We  are  perfectly  sure  of  it. 

R 3 
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‘ Good ; now,  if  there  be  anything  so  constituted,  as  at  the 
same  time  to  be  and  not  to  be,  must  it  not  lie  somewhere 
between  the  purely  existent  and  the  absolutely  non-existent? 

‘ It  must. 

‘ Well  then,  as  knowledge  is  correlative  to  the  existent,  and 
the  negation  of  knowledge  necessarily  to  the  non-existent, 
must  we  not  try  to  find  something  intermediate  between 
science  and  ignorance,  if  there  is  anything  of  the  kind,  to 
correspond  to  this  that  is  intermediate  between  the  existent 
and  the  non-existent  ? 

‘ Yes,  by  all  means. 

‘ Do  we  speak  of  opinion  as  a something  ? 

‘ Undoubtedly  we  do. 

‘ Do  we  consider  it  a faculty  distinct  from  science  or  iden- 
tical with  it? 

‘ Distinct  from  it. 

‘ Therefore  opinion  is  appointed  to  one  province  and  science 
to  another,  each  acting  according  to  its  own  peculiar  power. 

‘ Just  so. 

‘ Is  it  not  the  natiue  of  science,  as  correlative  to  the  existent, 
to  know  how  the  existent  exists  ? But  first  there  is  a dis- 
tinction which  I think  it  necessary  to  establish. 

‘ Wliaf  is  that  ? 

‘We  shall  hold  that  faculties,  as  a certain  general  class,  are 
the  things  whereby  we,  and  every  other  thing,  are  able  to  do 
whatever  we  can  do ; for  example,  I call  sight  and  hearing 
faculties,  if  you  happen  to  understand  the  special  conception 
which  I wish  to  describe. 

‘ I do  understand  it. 

‘ Then  let  me  tell  you  what  view  I take  of  them.  In  a faculty 
I do  not  see  either  colour  or  form,  or  any  of  those  qualities  that 
I observe  in  many  other  things,  by  regarding  which  I can  in 
many  cases  distinguish  to  myself  between  one  thing  and  an- 
other. No,  in  a faculty  I look  only  to  its  province  aTid  its 
function,  and  thus  I am  led  to  call  it  in  each  case  by  this 
name,  pronouncing  those  faculties  to  be  identical  whose  pro- 
vinces and  functions  are  identical,  and  those  diverse  whose 
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provinces  and  functions  are  diverse.  But  pray  how  do  you 
proceed  ? 

‘ Just  in  the  same  way. 

‘ Now  then,  return  with  me,  my  excellent  friend.  Under 
what  general  term  do  you  class  science  ? Do  you  make  it  a 
facidty  ? 

‘ Yes  I do ; it  is  of  all  the  faculties  the  most  powerfW. 

‘ Well,  is  opinion  a faculty ; or  are  we  to  refer  it  to  some 
other  denomination  ? 

‘ Not  to  any  other ; for  that  whereby  we  are  able  to  opine, 
can  only  be  opinion. 

‘ Well,  but  a little  while  ago  you  admitted  that  science  and 
opinion  are  not  identical. 

‘ Why  how  could  a sensible  man  identify  the  fallible  with 
the  infallible? 

‘ Very  good : so  we  are  clearly  agreed  that  opinion  is  a thing 
distinct  from  science. 

‘ It  is. 

‘ If  so,  each  of  them  has  by  its  nature  a different  province, 
and  a different  efficacy. 

‘ The  inference  is  inevitable. 

‘ Science,  I believe,  has  for  its  province  to  know  the  nature 
of  the  existent. 

‘ Yes. 

‘ And  the  province  of  opinion  is,  we  say,  to  opine. 

‘Yes. 

‘ Docs  opinion  take  cognizance  of  precisely  that  material 
which  science  knows  P In  other  words,  is  the  object-matter 
of  opinion  identical  with  that  of  science  ? or  is  that  impos- 
sible ? 

‘ It  is  impossible,  after  the  admissions  we  have  made  ; that 
is,  if  it  be  granted  that  different  faculties  have  different  pro- 
vinces, and  that  both  opinion  and  science  are  faculties,  and 
that  the  two  are  distinct, — all  which  we  affirm.  These  pre- 
mises make  it  impossible  to  identify  the  object-matter  of 
science  and  that  of  opinion. 
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‘ Then,  if  the  exi.stent  is  the  object-matter  of  knowledge, 
that  of  opinion  must  be  something  other  than  the  existent  ? 

‘ It  must. 

‘ Well  then,  does  opinion  exercise  itself  upon  the  non-exis- 
tent, or  is  it  impossible  to  apprehend  even  in  opinion  that 
which  does  not  exist  ? Consider — does  not  the  person  opining 
carry  Ifis  thought  towards  something?  Or  is  it  possible  to  have 
an  opinion,  but  an  opinion  about  nothing  ? 

‘ It  is  impossible. 

‘ Then  the  person  who  opines  has  an  opinion  about  some  one 
thmg  ? 

‘ Yes. 

‘ Well,  but  the  non-existent  could  not  be  called  some  one 
thing ; it  might,  on  the  contrary,  with  the  greatest  truth  be 
styled  nothing. 

‘ Just  so. 

‘ But  to  the  non-existent  we  were  constrained  to  assign  igno- 
rance, and  to  the  existent,  knowledge. 

‘ And  rightly. 

‘ Then  neither  the  existent  nor  the  non-existent  is  the  object 
of  opinion  ? 

‘ No. 

‘Therefore  opinion  cannot  be  either  ignorance  or  knowledge. 

‘ Apparently  not. 

‘ Then  does  it  lie  beyond  either  of  these,  so  as  to  surpass 
either  knowledge  in  certainty  or  ignorance  in  uncertainty  ? 

‘ It  does  neither. 

‘ Then  toll  me,  do  you  look  upon  opinion  as  something  more 
du.sky  than  knowledge,  more  luminous  than  ignorance  ? 

‘ Yes,  it  is  strongly  so  distinguished  from  either. 

‘ And  does  it  lie  within  these  extremes  ? 

‘ Yes. 

‘ Then  opinion  must  be  something  between  the  trwo. 

‘ Precisely  so. 

‘ Now  a little  while  back,  did  we  not  say,  that  if  anj-thing 
could  be  found  so  constituted  as  at  the  same  time  to  be  and 
not  to  be,  it  must  lie  between  the  piu-cly  existent  and  the 
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absolutely  not  existent,  and  must  be  the  object  neither  of 
science  nor  yet  of  ignorance,  but  of  a third  faculty,  which 
should  be  similarly  discovered  in  the  interval  between  science 
and  ignorance? 

‘We  did. 

‘ But  now  we  have  discovered  between  these  two  a faculty 
which  we  call  opinion. 

‘ We  have. 

‘ It  will  remain  then  for  us,  apparently,  to  find  what  that  is 
which  partakes  both  of  being  and  of  not  being,  and  which 
cannot  be  rightly  said  to  be  either  of  these  absolutely : in 
order  that,  should  it  discover  itself  to  us,  wo  may  justly  pro- 
claim it  to  be  the  object  of  opinion ; thus  assigning  extremes 
to  extremes,  and  means  to  means.  Am  I not  right  ?’.... 

‘ Hence  we  have  discovered,  apparently,  that  the  mass  of 
notions,  current  among  the  mass  of  men,  about  beauty,  justice, 
and  the  rest,  roam  about  between  the  confines  of  pure  exist- 
ence and  pure  non-existence. 

‘ We  have. 

‘ And  we  before  admitted,  that  if  anything  of  this  kind  shoxild 
be  brought  to  light,  it  ought  to  be  described  as  the  object  of 
opinion  and  not  of  knowledge, — these  intermediate  rovers 
being  caught  by  the  intermediate  faculty. 

‘ We  did  make  this  admission. 

‘ Therefore,  when  people  have  an  eye  for  a multitude  of 
beatitiful  objects,  but  can  neither  see  bejiuty  in  itself,  nor 
follow  those  who  would  lead  them  to  it, — when  they  behold  a 
number  of  just  things,  but  not  justice  in  itself,  and  so  in  every 
instance,  we  shall  say  they  have  in  every  case  an  opinion, 
but  no  real  knowledge  of  the  things  about  which  they  opine. 

‘ It  is  a necessaiy  inference. 

‘ But  what,  on  the  other  hand,  must  we  say  of  those  who 
contemplate  things  as  they  are  in  themselves,  and  as  they 
exist  ever  permanent  and  immutable?  Shall  we  not  speak 
of  them  as  knowing,  not  opining  ? 

‘ That  also  is  a necessary  inference. 

‘ Then  shall  we  not  assert  that  such  persons  admire  and 
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love  the  objects  of  knowledge, — the  others,  the  objects  of 
opinion  ? For  we  have  not  forgotten,  have  we,  that  we  spoke 
of  these  latter  as  loving  and  looking  upon  beautiful  sounds 
and  colour  and  the  like,  while  they  will  not  hear  of  the 
existence  of  an  abstract  beauty  ? 

‘ We  have  not  forgotten  it. 

‘ Shall  we  commit  any  fault  then,  if  we  call  these  people 
philodoxical  rather  than  jjhUosophical,  that  is  to  say,  lovers 
of  opinion  rather  than  lovers  of  wisdom  ? And  will  they  be 
vei'y  much  offended  with  us  for  telling  them  so  'P 

‘ No,  not  if  they  will  take  my  advice : for  it  is  wrong  to  be 
offended  ^ith  the  truth. 

‘ Those  therefore  that  set  their  affections  on  that  which 
in  each  case  really  exists,  we  must  call  not  philodoxical,  but 
philosophical  ? 

‘ Yes,  by  aU  means.’* 

The  phenomena  which  constitute  what  we  perceive  of  the 
world  (i.e.  the  world  of  sense)  are  but  the  resemblances  of 
matter  to  Ideas.  In  other  words.  Ideas  are  the  forms  of 
which  material  Thing.s  are  copies ; the  noummia,  of  which  all 
that  wo  perceive  are  the  Appearances  (phenomena).  But  we 
must  not  suppt)se  these  copies  to  be  exact ; they  do  not  at  all 
participate  in  the  natiue  of  their  models ; they  do  not  even 
rcjucsent  them,  otherwise  than  in  a superficial  manner.  Or 
perhaps  it  would  be  more  correct  to  say,  that  Ideas  do  not 
resemble  Things ; the  man  does  not  resemble  his  portrait, 
although  the  portrait  may  be  a tolerable  resemblance  of  him ; 
a resemblance  of  his  aspect,  not  of  his  nature.  If,  then,  the 
Ideas  as  they  exist  realized  in  Nature  do  not  accurately  re- 
semble the  Ideas  as  they  exist  per  se — i.e.  if  the  phenomena 
are  not  exact  copies  of  the  nonmena — how  are  we  ever  to  attain 
a knowledge  of  Ideas  and  of  Truth  ? This  question  carries  us 
to  his  psychology,  which  we  must  first  explain  before  the 
whole  conception  of  the  Ideal  theory  can  be  made  consistent. 

In  the  Phcedrus  Socrates  verj'  justly  declares  his  inability 

• I have  availed  myself  of  the  excellent  translation  of  tho  RepuNic,  hy  Mi-ssrs. 
Pavies  ami  Vai  oiian. 
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to  explain  the  real  nature  of  the  soul.  But  though  he  cannot 
exhibit  it,  he  can  show  what  it  resembles.  Unable  to  give  a 
demonstration,  he  can  paint  a picture : and  that  picture  he 
paints  as  follow ; — 

‘ We  may  compare  it  to  a chariot,  with  a pair  of  winged 
horses  and  a driver.  In  the  souls  of  the  Gods,  the  horses 
and  the  drivers  are  entii'ely  good : in  other  souls  only  par- 
tially so,  one  of  the  horses  excellent,  the  other  vicious.  The 
business,  therefore,  of  the  driver  is  extremely  diflBcult  and 
troublesome. 

‘ Let  us  now  attempt  to  show  how  some  living  beings  came 
to  be  spoken  of  as  mortal,  and  others  as  immortal.  AU  souls 
are  emplo^'ed  in  taking  care  of  the  things  which  are  mani- 
mate ; and  travel  about  the  whole  of  heaven  in  various  forms. 
Now,  when  the  soul  is  perfect,  and  has  wings,  it  is  carried 
aloft,  and  helps  to  administer  the  entire  universe ; but  the 
soul  which  loses  its  wings,  drops  down  until  it  catches  hold 
of  something  solid,  in  which  it  takes  up  its  residence ; and, 
having  a dwelling  of  clay,  which  seems  to  be  self-moving  on 
account  of  the  soul  which  is  in  it,  the  two  togetlier  are  called 
an  animal,  and  mortal.  The  phrase  “ immortal  animal  ” 
arises  not  from  any  correct  understanding,  but  from  a fiction : 
never  having  seen,  nor  being  able  to  comprehend,  a deity,  men 
conceived  an  immortal  being,  having  a body  as  well  as  a soul, 
united  together  for  all  eternity.  Let  tlicse  things,  then,  be  us 
it  pleases  God : but  let  us  next  state  from  what  catise  a soul 
becomes  unfledged. 

‘ It  is  the  nature  of  wings  to  lift  up  heavy  bodies  towards 
the  habitation  of  the  Gods ; and,  of  all  things  which  belong 
to  the  body,  wings  are  that  which  most  paidakes  of  the 
divine.  The  divine,  includes  the  beautiful,  the  wise,  the 
good,  and  everjd,hing  of  that  nature.  By  these  the  wings  of 
the  soul  are  nourished  and  increased ; by  the  contraries  of 
these,  they  are  destroyed. 

‘ Jupiter,  and  the  other  Gods,  divided  into  certain  bauds, 
travel  about  in  their  winged  chariots,  ordering  and  attending 
to  all  things,  each  according  to  his  appointed  function  ; and 
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all  who  will,  and  who  can,  follow  them.  Wlien  they  go  to 
take  their  repasts,  they  journey  towards  the  summit  of  the 
vault  of  heaven.  The  chariots  of  the  Gods,  being  in  exact 
equilibrium,  and  therefore  easily  guided,  perform  this  journey 
easily,  but  all  others  with  difficulty ; for  one  of  the  two  horses, 
being  of  inferior  nature,  when  he  has  not  been  exceedingly 
well  trained  by  the  driver,  weighs  down  the  vehicle,  and 
impels  it  towards  the  earth. 

‘ The  souls  which  are  calkd  immortal  (viz.  the  Gods),  when 
they  reach  the  summit,  go  through,  and,  standing  upon,  the 
convex  outside  of  heaven,  are  carried  roimd  and  round  by 
its  revolution,  and  see  the  things  which  lie  beyond  the 
heavens.  No  poet  has  ever  celebrated  these  supercelestial 
things,  nor  ever  will  celebrate  them,  as  they  deserve.  This 
region  is  the  seat  of  Existence  itself : Real  Existence, 
colourless,  figureless,  and  intangible  Existence  which  is 
visible  only  to  Mind,  the  charioteer  of  the  soul,  and  which 
forms  the  subject  of  Real  Knowledge.  The  minds  of  the  Gods, 
which  are  fed  by  pure  knowledge,  and  all  other  thoroughly 
well-ordered  minds,  contemplate  for  a time  this  universe  of 
‘ Being  ’ per  se,  and  are  delighted  and  nourished  by  the 
contemplation,  until  the  revolution  of  the  heavens  brings 
them  back  again  to  the  same  point.  In  this  circumvolution, 
they  contemplate  Justice  itself.  Temperance  itself,  and 
Knowledge  ; not  that  knowledge  which  has  a generation  or 
a beginning,  not  that  which  exists  in  a subject  which  is  any 
of  what  we  term  beings,  but  that  Knowledge  which  exists 
in  Being  in  general ; in  that  which  really  Is.  After 
thus  contemplating  all  real  existences,  and  being  nourished 
thereby,  these  soids  again  sink  into  the  interior  of  the 
heavens,  and  repose. 

‘ Such  is  the  life  of  the  Gods.  Of  other  souls,  those  which 
best  follow  the  Gods,  and  most  resemble  them,  barely  succeed 
in  lifting  the  head  of  the  charioteer  into  the  parts  beyond 
the  heavens,  and,  being  carried  round  by  the  circumvolution, 
are  enabled  with  diffictUty  to  contemplate  this  universe  of 
Self-Existence.  Others,  being  encumbered  by  the  horses, 
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sometimes  rising  and  sometimes  sinking,  are  enabled  to  see 
some  Existences  only.  The  remainder  only  struggle  to  ele- 
vate themselves,  and,  by  the  unskilfulness  of  their  drivers, 
coming  continually  into  collision,  are  lamed,  or  break  their 
vFuigs,  and,  after  much  labour,  go  away  without  accomplish- 
ing their  purpose,  and  return  to  feed  upon  mere  opinion. 

‘ The  motive  of  this  great  anxiety  to  view  the  superceles- 
tial plain  of  Truth  is  that  the  proper  food  of  the  soul  is 
derived  from  thence,  and,  in  particular,  the  wings,  by  which 
the  soul  is  made  light  and  carried  aloft,  are  nourished  upon 
it.  Now  it  is  an  inviolable  law  that  any  soul  which,  placing 
itself  in  the  train  of  the  Gods,  and  jovmneying  along  with 
them,  obtains  a sight  of  any  of  these  self-existent  Eealities, 
remains  exempt  from  aU  harm  until  the  next  circumvolution, 
and,  if  it  can  contrive  to  effect  this  every  time,  it  is  for  ever 
safe  and  uninjured.  But  if,  being  unable  to  elevate  itself 
to  the  necessary  height,  it  altogether  fails  of  seeing  these 
realities,  and,  being  weighed  down  by  vice  and  oblivion,  loses 
its  wings  and  falls  to  the  earth,  it  enters  into  and  animates 
some  Body.  It  never  enters,  at  the  first  generation,  into  the 
bbdy  of  a brute  animal;  but  that  which  has  seen  most 
enters  into  the  body  of  a person  who  will  become  a lover  of 
wisdom,  or  a lover  of  beauty,  or  a person  addicted  to  music, 
or  to  love  ; the  next  in  rank,  into  that  of  a monarch  who 
reigns  according  to  law,  or  a warrior,  or  a man  of  talents 
for  command ; the  third,  into  a person  qualified  to  adminis- 
ter the  State,  and  manage  his  family  affairs,  or  carry  on  a 
gainful  occupation ; the  fourth,  into  a person  fond  of  hard 
labour  and  bodily  exercises,  or  skilled  in  the  prevention  and 
curing  of  bodily  diseases ; the  fifth,  into  a prophet  or  a teacher 
of  religious  ceremonies ; the  sixth,  into  a poet,  or  a person 
addicted  to  any  other  of  the  imitative  arts ; the  seventh, 
into  a husbandman  or  an  artificer ; the  eighth,  into  a sophist, 
or  a courtier  of  the  people ; the  ninth,  into  a despot  and 
usurper.  And,  in  aU  these  different  fortunes,  they  who 
conduct  themselves  justly  will  obtain  next  time  a more  eligible 
lot ; they  who  conduct  themselves  unjustly,  a worse.  The 
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soul  never  returns  to  its  pristine  state  in  less  than  ten 
thousand  j’ears,  for  its  wings  do  not  grow  in  a shorter  time  ; 
except  only  the  soul  of  one  who  philosophizes  with  sinceritj', 
or  who  loves  with  philosophy.  Such  souls,  after  three 
periods  of  one  thousand  years,  if  they  choose  thrice  in  suc- 
cession this  kind  of  life,  recover  their  wings  in  the  three 
thousandth  year,  and  depart.  The  other  souls,  at  the  termi- 
nation of  their  first  life,  are  judged,  and,  having  received  their 
sentence,  are  either  sent  for  punishment  into  the  places  of 
execution  under  the  earth,  or  are  elevated  to  a place  in 
heaven  in  which  they  are  rewarded  according  to  the  life 
which  they  led  while  here.  In  either  case  they  are  called 
back  on  the  thousandth  year,  to  choose  or  draw  lots  for  a 
new  life.  Then  a human  soul  often  passes  into  the  body  of 
a beast,  and  that  of  a beast,  if  it  has  ever  been  human, 
passes  again  into  the  body  of  a man ; for  a soul  which  has 
never  seen  the  Truth  at  all  cannot  enter  into  the  human  form, 
it  being  necessary  that  man  should  be  able  to  apprehend 
many  things  according  to  kind*,  which  kinds  are  composed 
of  many  perceptions  combined  by  reason  into  one.  Now, 
this  mode  of  apprehending  is  neither  more  nor  less  thfin 
the  recollecting  of  those  things  which  the  soul  formerly  saw 
when  it  journeyed  along  with  the  Gods,  and,  disregarding 
what  we  how  call  beings,  applied  itself  to  the  apprehension 
of  Real  Being.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  soul  of  the 
idiilosopher  is  refledged  in  a shorter  period  than  others ; 
for,  it  constantly,  to  the  best  of  its  power,  occupies  itself 
in  trying  to  recoUect  those  things  which  the  Gods  contem- 
plated, and  by  the  contemplation  of  which  they  are  Gods ; 
by  which  means  being  lifted  out  of,  and  above,  human 
cares  and  interests,  he  is,  by  the  vulgar  considered  as  mad 
while  in  reality  he  is  inspired.’ 

This  is  unquestionably  the  poetry  of  philosophy,  and  it  is 
from  such  passages  that  the  popular  opinion  respecting 
Plato  has  been  formed ; but  they  represent  only  a small 
portion  of  the  real  thinker.  Towards  the  close  the  reader 
will  have  remarked  that  the  famous  doctrine  of  reminiscence 
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is  implied.  This  doctrine  may  be  seen  fully  developed  in  the 
Phf^do.  The  difficulties  of  conceiving  the  possibility  of  any 
knowledge  other  than  the  sense-knowledge,  which  the  Sophists 
had  successfully  proved  to  lead  to  scepticism,  must  early 
have  troubled  Plato’s  mind.  If  we  know  nothing  but  what 
our  senses  teach  us,  then  is  all  knowledge  trivial.  Those  who 
admit  the  imperfection  of  the  senses  and  fall  back  xipon 
Reason,  beg  the  question.  How  do  we  know  that  Reason  is 
correct  ? How  can  we  be  assured  that  Reason  is  not  subject 
to  some  such  inevitable  imperfection  as  that  to  which  sense 
is  subject? 

Here  the  ever-recurring  problem  of  human  knowledge 
presents  itself.  Plato  was  taught  by  Socrates  that  beyond 
the  world  of  Sense,  there  was  the  world  of  eternal  Truth ; 
that  men  who  differed  greatly  respecting  individual  things 
did  not  differ  respecting  univeraals ; that  there  was  a com- 
mon fund  of  Truth,  from  which  all  human  souls  drew  their 
share.  Agreeing  with  his  master  that  there  were  certain 
principles  about  which  there  could  be  no  dispute,  he  wished 
to  know  how  he  came  by  those  principles. 

All  who  have  examined  the  nature  of  our  knowledge,  are 
aware  that  it  is  partly  made  up  of  direct  impressions  received 
by  the  senses,  and  partly  of  ideas  which  never  were,  at  least 
in  their  ideal  state,  perceived  by  the  senses.  It  is  this  latter 
part  which  has  agitated  the  schools.  On  the  one  side,  men 
have  declared  it  to  be  wholly  independent  of  the  senses — to 
be  tlie  pure  action  of  the  soul.  In  its  simplest  form,  this 
doctrine  may  be  called  the  doctrine  of  innate  ideas.  On  the 
other  side,  men  have  as  vigorously  argued  that,  although  all 
our  ideas  were  not  absolutely  derived  from  the  senses  in  a 
direct  manner,  yet  they  were  aU  so  derived  in  an  indirect 
manner ; thus,  we  have  never  seen  a mermaid  ; but  we  have 
seen  both  a fish  and  a woman,  and  to  combine  these  two 
impressions  is  all  that  the  mind  does  in  conceiving  a mer- 
maid. 

Plato,  in  adopting  the  former  view,  rendered  it  more  co- 
gent than  most  of  his  successors ; for  is  it  not  somewhat 
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gratuitous  to  say,  we  are  bom  with  such  and  such  ideas? 
It  is  different  from  saying  we  are  bora  with  certain  faculties : 
tliut  would  be  admissible.  But  to  be  driven  into  a comer, 
and  on  being  asked,  whence  came  those  ideas?  to  answer, 
they  are  innate, — is  a pure  pctiiio  prineipii.  “What  proof 
have  3'ou  that  they  are  innate  ? Merely  the  proof  that  you 
cannot  otherwise  account  for  them. 

Plato  was  more  consistent.  He  said  The  Soul  is  and  ever 
was  immortal.  In  its  anterior  states  of  existence  it  had  ac- 
curate conceptions  of  the  eternal  Truth.  It  was  face  to  face 
with  Existence.  Now,  having  descended  upon  earth,  liaving 
passed  into  a body,  and,  being  subject  to  the  hindrances  of 
that  bodily  imprisonment,  it  is  no  longer  face  to  face  with 
Existence ; it  can  see  Existence  only  through  the  ever- 
changing  flux  of  material  phenomena.  The  world  is  only 
hcroming,  never  is.  The  Soul  would  apprehend  only  the 
becoming,  had  it  not  some  recollection  of  its  anterior  state — 
had  it  not  in  some  sort  the  power  of  tracing  the  unvarying 
Idea  under  the  varying  phenomena.  When,  for  example,  we 
see  a stone,  all  that  our  senses  convey  is  the  appearance  of 
that  stone  : but,  as  the  stone  is  large  or  small,  the  soul 
apprehends  the  Idea  of  Greatness ; and  this  apprehension  is 
a reminiscence  of  the  world  of  Ideas,  awakened  by  the  sen- 
sation. So  when  we  see  or  hear  of  a benevolent  action, 
besides  the  fact,  our  Soul  apprehends  the  Idea  of  Goodness. 
And  all  ou^  recollection  of  Ideas  is  performed  in  the  same 
way.  It  is  as  if  in  our  youth  we  had  listened  to  some 
mighty  orator  whose  printed  speech  we  are  reading  in  old 
age.  That  printed  page,  how  poor  and  faint  a copy  of 
that  thrilling  eloquence  ! how  we  miss  the  speaker’s  pierc- 
ing, vibrating  tones,  his  flashing  eye,  his  flashing  face  ! And 
yet  that  printed  page  in  some  dim  way  recalls  those  tones, 
recalls  that  face,  and  stirs  us  somewhat  as  we  then  were 
stirred.  Long  years  and  many  avocations  have  somewhat 
effaced  tlie  impression  he  first  made,  but  the  printed  words 
serve  fauitly  to  recall  it.  Thus  it  is  with  our  immorbil 
Souls.  They  have  sojourned  in  that  celestial  region  where 
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the  voice  of  Truth  rings  clearly,  where  the  aspect  of  Truth 
is  unveiled,  undimmed.  They  are  now  sojourning  in  this 
fleeting,  flowing  river  of  life,  stung  with  resistless  longings 
for  the  skies,  and  solaced  only  by  the  reminiscences  of  that 
former  state  which  these  fleeting,  broken,  incoherent  images 
of  Ideas  awaken  in  them. 

It  is  a mistake  to  suppose  this  a mere  poetical  con- 
ception. Plato  never  sacrifices  logic  to  poetry.  If  he  some- 
times calls  poetry  to  his  aid,  it  is  only  to  express  by  it  those 
ideas  which  logic  cannot  grasp,  ideas  which  are  beyond 
demonstration  ; but  he  never  indulges  in  mere  fancies.  In- 
stead therefore  of  saying  that  Reason  was  occupied  with 
innate  ideas,  he  consistently  said  that  everything  which  the 
senses  did  not  furnish  was  a reminiscence  of  the  world  of 
Ideas. 

We  are  now  in  a condition  to  answer  the  question  witli 
which  the  last  Section  was  closed, — How  to  ascertain  the 
Truth,  if  Phenomena  are  not  exact  copies  of  Noumena  ? The 
sensation  awakens  recollection,  and  the  recollection  is  of 
Truth ; the  soul  is  confronted  with  the  many  by  means  of 
Sense,  and  by  means  of  Reason  it  detects  the  One  in  the 
Many ; i.  e.  the  particular  things  perceived  by  Sense  awaken 
the  recollection  of  Universals  or  Ideas.  But  this  recollection 
of  Truth  is  always  more  or  less  imperfect.  Absolute  Truth 
is  for  the  Gods  alone.  No  man  is  without  some  of  the  divine 
spark.  Philosophers  alone  have  any  large  share ; and  they 
might  increase  it  by  a proper  method. 

The  philosophy  of  Plato  has  two  distinct  branches,  some- 
what resembling  what  we  found  in  Parmenides.  The  uni- 
verse is  divided  into  two  parts  : the  celestial  region  of  Ideas, 
and  the  mundane  region  of  material  phenomena.  Tliese 
ajiswer  very  well  to  the  modem  conception  of  Heaven  and 
Earth.  As  the  phenomena  of  matter  are  but  copies  of  Ideas 
(not,  as  some  suppose,  their  bodily  realization),  there  arises 
a question  : How  do  Ideas  become  Matter In  other  words : 
How  do  Things  participate  in  Ideas  ? We  have  already 
mooted  the  question,  intimating  that  it  admitted  of  no  satis- 
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factory  solution  ; nor  does  it ; and  we  must  not  be  surprised 
to  find  Plato  giving,  at  different  times,  two  very  different 
explanations.  Tliese  two  explanations  are  too  curious  to  be 
overlooked.  In  the  Republic,  he  says  that  God,  instead  of 
perpetually  creating  individual  things,  created  a distinct  tj-pe 
(Idea)  for  each  thing.  From  this  type  all  other  tilings  of 
the  class  are  made.  Thus,  God  made  the  Idea  of  a bed : 
according  to  this  tj'pe,  any  carjicnter  may  now  fashion  as 
many  beds  as  he  likes,  in  the  same  way  as  an  artist  may 
imitate  in  his  paintings  the  t^-pes  already  created,  but  can- 
not himself  create  anything  new.  The  argument,  as  an 
illustration  of  Plato’s  Method,  may  be  given  here : — 

‘ Shall  we  proceed  according  to  our  usual  Method  ? Tliat 
Mcthoil,  as  you  know,  is  the  embracing  under  one  general 
Idea  the  multiplicity  of  things  which  exist  separately,  but 
have  the  same  name.  You  comprehend  ? 

‘ Perfectly. 

‘ Let  us  take  anything  you  like.  For  instivnce,  there  is  a 
multiplicity  of  beds  and  tables  ? 

‘ Certainly. 

‘ But  these  two  kinds  are  comprised,  one  under  the  Idea 
of  a bed,  and  the  other  imder  the  Idea  of  a table  ? 

‘ Without  doubt. 

‘ And  we  say  that  the  carpenter  who  makes  one  of  these 
articles,  makes  the  bed  or  tlie  table  accordmg  to  the  Idea 
he  has  of  each.  For  he  does  not  make  the  Idea  itself.  That 
is  impossible  ? 

‘ Trulj',  that  is  impossible. 

‘ Well,  now,  what  name  shall  we  bestow  on  the  workman 
whom  I am  now  going  to  name  ? 

‘ ^Vliat  workman  ? 

‘ Him  who  makes  what  all  the  other  workmen  make 
separately. 

‘ You  speak  of  a powerful  man  ! 

‘ Patience ; you  w ill  admire  him  still  more.  This  work- 
man has  not  only  the  talent  of  making  all  the  works  of  art, 
but  also  all  the  works  of  nature  ; plants,  animals,  everything 
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else  ; in  a word,  liiiusolf.  He  makes  the  Heaven,  the  Earth, 
the  Gods  ; every  thing  in  Heaven,  Eai-th,  or  Hell. 

‘ You  speak  of  a wonderful  workman,  truly  ! 

‘ You  seem  to  doubt  me.  But,  tell  me,  do  you  think  there 
is  no  such  workman  ? or,  do  you  think  that  in  one  sense  any 
one  could  do  all  this,  hut  in  another  no  one  could?  Could 
you  not  yourself  succeed  in  a certain  way  ? 

‘ In  what  way  ? 

‘ It  is  not  difficult ; it  is  often  done,  and  in  a short  time. 
Take  a mirror  and  turn  it  round  on  all  sides  : in  an  instant 
you  will  have  made  the  sun  and  stars,  the  earth,  yourself, 
the  animals  and  plants,  works  of  art,  and  all  we  mentioned. 

‘ Yes,  the  images,  the  appearances,  but  not  the  real  things. 

‘ Very  well ; you  comprehend  my  opinion.  The  painter  is 
a workman  oi  this  class,  is  he  not? 

‘ Certainly. 

‘ You  will  tell  me  that  he  makes  nothing  real,  although  he 
makes  a bed  in  a certain  way  ? 

‘ Yes ; but  it  is  only  an  appearance,  an  image. 

‘ And  the  carpenter,  did  you  not  allow  that  the  bod  which 
he  made  was  not  the  Idea  which  we  call  the  essence  of  the 
bed,  the  real  bed,  but  only  a certain  bed  ? 

‘ I said  so,  indeed. 

‘ If,  then,  he  does  not  make  the  Idea  of  the  bed,  he  makes 
nothing  real,  but  only  something  which  represents  that  which 
really  exists.  And,  if  any  one  maintain  that  the  carpenter’s 
■work  has  a real  existence  he  will  be  in  error.’* 

In  the  Tinui  us,  perhaps  the  most  purely  expository  of  all 
his  works,  and  unquestionably  one  of  the  latest,  Plato  takes 
a totally  different  view  of  the  creation  of  the  world.  God  is 
there  said,  not  to  create  types  (Ideas) ; but,  these  tyjjes 
having  existed  from  all  eternity,  God  in  fashioning  Chaos 
fiishioned  it  afh'r  the  model  of  these  Ideas.  In  this  view 
there  is  no  participation  in  the  nature  of  Idqas,  but  only  a 
jiarticipation  in  their  form. 

• Rtjmh.  X.  4G7-8,  «l.  Ikkkor. 
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AVhicliover  hypothesis  he  adopted  (and  Plato  did  uot  much 
cure  for  either),  this  conception  of  Heaven  and  Earth  as  two 
different  regions,  is  completed  by  the  conception  of  the 
double  nature  of  the  soul ; or  rather,  of  two  souls : one 
Riitional  and  the  other  Sensitive.  These  two  souls  are  closely 
connected,  as  the  two  regions  of  Ideas  and  Phenomena  are 
connected.  Neither  of  them  is  superfluous  ; neither  of  them, 
in  a human  sense,  sufficient : they  complete  each  other.  The 
Sensitive  soul  awakens  the  reminiscences  of  the  Eatioual 
soul ; and  the  Rational  soul,  by  detecting  the  One  in  the 
Many,  preserves  Man  from  the  scepticism  inevitably'  result- 
ing from  mere  sense-knowledge. 

Thus  did  Plato  resume  in  himself  all  the  conflicting  ten- 
dencies of  his  age  ; thus  did  he  accept  each  jwrtion  of  the 
truth  supposed  to  be  discovered  by  his  predecessors,  and 
reconcile  these  portions  m one  general  tendency.  In  that 
vast  system,  all  scepticism  and  all  faith  found  acceptance : 
the  scepticism  was  corrected,  the  faith  was  propped  up  by 
more  solid  arguments.  Ho  admitted,  with  the  sceptics,  the 
imperfection  of  all  sense-knowledge ; but,  though  imperfect, 
he  declared  it  not  worthless : it  is  no  more  like  the  Truth 
than  irhenomcna  are  like  Ideas ; but,  as  phenomena  are  in 
some  sort  modelled  after  Ideas,  and  do,  therefore,  in  some 
dim  way',  represent  Ideas,  so  does  sense-knowledge  lead  the 
patient  thinker  to  something  like  the  Truth  ; it  awakens  in 
him  reminiscence  of  the  Truth.  As  Ritter  says,  ‘ He  shows, 
in  detail,  that  in  the  world  of  sense  there  is  no  perfect  like- 
ness, btit  that  an  object  which  at  one  time  appears  like,  is  at 
another  thought  to  be  unlike,  and  is,  therefore,  defective  in 
completeness  of  resemblance,  and  has  at  most  but  a tendency 
thereto.  The  same  is  the  case  ^vith  the  Beautiful,  the  Good, 
the  Just,  the  Holy,  and  with  all  that  really  ; in  the  sensible 
world  there  is  nothing  exactly  resembling  them,  neither 
similar  nor  dissimilar ; all,  however,  that  possesses  any 
degree  of  correspondence  with  these  true  species  of  being  is 
perceived  by  us  through  the  senses,  and  thereliy  reminds  us 
of  what  truly  is.  From  this  it  is  clear  that  he  had  previously 
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seen  it  somewhere,  or  been  conscious  of  it,  and,  as  this  could 
not  have  hoen  in  the  jirosent,  it  must  have  been  in  some 
earlier  state  of  existence.  In  this  respect  there  is  a close 
connection  between  this  doctrine  and  the  view  of  sensible 
objects,  which  represents  them  as  more  copies  or  resem- 
blances of  the  super-sensible  truth  ; for,  even  in  perception, 
a feeling  arises  upon  the  mind,  that  all  we  see  or  hear  is  very 
far  from  reaching  to  a likeness  to  that  which  is  the  true 
being  and  the  absolutely  like ; but  that,  striving  to  attain,  it 
falls  short  of  perfect  resemblance ; and  consequently,  the 
impi-essions  of  the  sense  are  more  tokens  of  the  eternal  ideas, 
whose  similitude  they  bear,  and  of  which  they  are  copies.’ 

The  monotheistic  tendency  of  Plato’s  speculations  has 
been  one  great  source  of  the  veneration  in  which  his  works 
have  bt'en  hold  by  Christian  thinkers.  In  this  there  has  been 
exaggeration,  and  injustice  to  his  predecessors.  We  have 
alreiuly  noticed  in  Xenophanes  an  energetic  protest  against 
the  polytheistic  conceptions  of  his  day,  a protest  far  more 
sweeping  than  is  to  be  found  in  Plato,  who  was,  to  speak 
candidly,  somewhat  of  a trimmer,  and  who  carefully  abstained 
from  any  open  disregard  of  the  popular  creed.  But  not  only 
Xenophanes,  all  the  pre-Socratic  thinkers  were  more  or  less 
consciously  at  variance  with  the  popular  theology ; and  the 
whole  current  of  speculation  set  towards  monotheism,  in 
Greece,  as  in  the  East.  Although,  therefore,  we  find  in 
Plato  a tacit  admission  of  the  popular  polytheism,  we  also 
find  his  speculations  pointing  unmistakably  towards  mono- 
theism ; the  existence  of  the  inferior  Gods  was  not  im- 
pugned, but  they  were  subordinated  to  the  Supreme. 

In  the  same  way  as  Plato  sought  to  detect  the  One  amidst 
the  M\iltiplicity  of  material  phenomena,  and,  having  detected 
it,  declared  it  to  be  the  real  essence  of  matter,  so  also  did  he 
seek  to  detect  the  Ojie  amidst  the  Multiplicity  of  Ideas,  and, 
having  detected  it,  declared  it  to  be  the  Good.  Wliat  Ideas 
were  to  Phenomena,  God  \vas  to  Ideas : the  w'idest  generali- 
zation. God  (the  Good)  was  thus,  the  One  Being  comprising 
within  himself  all  other  Beings,  the  ii>  xal  TroXXa,  the  Cause 
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t)f  all  things,  celestial  ami  terrestrial : the  supreme  Idea. 
Whatever  vdew  we  take  of  the  Platonic  cosmology — whether 
Gml  created  Ideas,  or  whether  he  only  fashioned  unformed 
matter  after  the  model  of  Ideas — we  are  equally  led  to  the 
conviction,  that  God  represented  the  supreme  Idea  of  all 
Existence ; the  great  Intelligence,  source  of  all  other  Intel- 
ligences ; the  Sun  whose  light  illumined  creation.  God  is 
perfect,  ever  the  same,  without  envy,  wishing  nothing  but 
good  : for,  although  a clear  knowledge  of  God  is  impossible 
to  mortals,  an  approximation  to  that  knowledge  is  possible  : 
we  cannot  know  what  he  is,  wo  can  only  know  what  he  is 
like.  lie  must  be  good,  because  self-sutKeing ; and  the  world 
is  good,  because  he  made  it.  Why  did  he  make  if?  God 
made  the  world  because  he  was  free  from  envy,  and  wished 
that  all  things  should  resemble  him  as  much  as  possible  ; he 
therefore  persuaded  Necessity  to  become  stable,  harmonious, 
and  tiishioned  according  to  Excellence.  Yes,  persuaded  is 
Plato’s  word;  for  there  were  two  eternal  Principles,  Intelli- 
gence and  Necessity,  and  from  the  mixture  of  these  the  world 
was  made ; but  Intelligence  persuaded  Necessity  to  be 
fashioned  according  to  Excellence.'*'  He  'arranged  chaos 
into  Beauty.  But,  as  there  is  nothing  beautiful  but  Intelli- 
gence, and  as  there  is  no  Intelligence  without  a Soul,  he 
l)laced  a Soul  into  the  body  of  the  World,  and  made  the 
World  an  animal. 

Plato’s  proof  of  the  world  being  an  animal  is  too  curious 
a specimen  of  his  analogical  reasoning  to  be  passed  over. 
There  is  warmth  in  the  human  being ; there  is  warmth  also 
in  the  world ; the  human  being  is  composed  of  various  ele- 
ments, and  is  therefore  called  a b«ly  ; the  world  is  also  com- 
l>osed  of  various  elements,  and  is  therefore  a body ; and,  as 
our  beslies  have  souls,  the  body  of  the  world  must  have  a 
soul ; and  that  sold  sLands  in  the  same  relation  to  our  souls, 
as  the  warmth  of  the  world  stands  to  our  wannth.f  Having 

• V ToMf  toD  KjtTfioti  yiyftrts  Tf  xal  nv  cunTdaw 

iytn-l,0ri,  nv  ifiyKrit  kpxdmo,  wtlStir  airily  ray  yiyyoiidyay  ri  r\€7(rra 
iwl  t2>  ff^Arurroy  iytiif  p.  56. 
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tlms  arjifaeJ  the  world  io  be  an  animal,  it  was  but  natural  he 
should  conceive  that  animal  as  resembling  its  creator,  and 
human  beings  as  resembling  the  universal  animal,  to  irav 
^<bop.  As  soon  as  the  World,  that  image  of  the  eternal 
(iods,  as  soon  as  that  vast  Animal  began  to  move,  live,  and 
think,  God  looked  upon  his  woi-k,  and  was  glad.* 

But,  although  God  in  his  goodness  would  have  made 
nothing  evil,  he  coidd  not  prevent  the  existence  of  it. 
Various  disputes  have  been  warmly  carried  on  by  scholars, 
respecting  the  nature  of  this  Evil  which  Plato  was  forced  to 
admit.  Some  have  conceived  it  nothing  les.s  than  the 
Manichman  doctrine.  Thus  much  we  may  say : the  notion 
of  !in  antagonist  principle  is  inseparable  frotu  every  religious 
formula : as  God  can  only  be  Goo<l,  and  as  Evil  does  cer- 
tainly exist,  it  must  exi.st  independently  of  him ; it  must  be 
eternal.  Plato  cut  the  matter  very  short  by  his  logical  prin- 
ciple,— that  since  there  was  a Good,  there  must  necessarily 
l>e  the  contrary  of  Good,  namely,  Evil.  If  Evil  exists,  how 
does  it  exist,  and  where?  It  cannot  find  place  in  the  celes- 
tial region  of  Ideas.  It  must  therefore  necessarily  dwell  in 
the  terrestrial  region  of  phenomena  : its  home  is  the  world  ; 
it  is  banished  from  heaven.  And  is  not  this  logical  ? What 
is-  the  world  of  phenomena  but  an  imperfect  coj>y  of  the 
world  of  Ideas,  and  how  can  the  imperfect  be  the  purely 
Good  ? ’\Mien  ideas  are  ‘ realized,’  as  the  Pantheists  would 
say,  when  Ideas,  pure  immutable  essences,  are  clothed  in 
material  forms,  or  when  matter  is  fashioned  after  the  motlel 
of  those  Ideas,  what  can  result  but  imperfections?  The 
Ideas  are  not  in  this  world : they  arc  only  in  a state  of 
hemminij,  orToyt  otra,  not  '^lyroij^va.  Phenomena  are  in  their 
very  nature  imperfect:  they  are  perpetually  striving  to  exist 
as  realities.  In  their  constitution  there  is  mnuthiiuj  of  the 
divine : an  image  of  the  Idea,  and  some  participation  in  it ; 
but  more  of  the  primeval  chaos. 

* KtVTiBtv  airrb  iral  rwy  Otuy  ytyoyhs  iyaXfia  6 y^vvijcas 

Tjydffdrj  t€  xoI  (v<ppayBtls  In  ;iaWoi'  Sfioioy  irphs  ri»  irap<i8ci7^a  ixfy6i}<r*w 
ivtpyi(ra7$ai. — TinuBUS,  p.  36. 


Digitized  by  Google 


202 


I'LATO  S WRITINGS. 


Those,  therefore,  who  say  that  Plate  thought  that  ‘ Evil 
was  inhereut  in  matter,’  though  espressiiig  themselves  loosely, 
express  themselves  ou  the  whole  correctly.  Matter  was  the 
great  Necessity  which  lutelligeuce  fashioned.  Because  it 
was  Necessity  and  uniiitolligeut,  it  was  Evil,  for  lutelligeuce 
alone  can  be  good.* 

Now,  as  this  world  of  phenomena  is  the  region  whore  Evil 
dwells,  we  must  use  our  utmost  endeavours  to  escape  from  it. 
And  how  e.scape?  By  suicide? — No.  By  loiuling  the  hfe  of 
the  Gods ; and  every  Platonist  knows  that  the  life  of  the 
GckIs  consists  in  the  eternal  contemplation  of  Truth,  of  Ideas. 
Thus,  as  on  every  side,  arc  we  forced  to  encmmter  Dialectics 
as  the  sole  salvation  for  man. 

From  the  above  explanation  of  the  nature  of  Evil,  it  will 
bo  seen  that  there  is  no  contradiction  in  Plato’s  saying,  that 
the  quantity  of  Evil  in  this  life  exceeded  that  of  the  Good  ; it 
exceeds  it  m the  proportion  that  phenomena  exceed  nouinena, 
— that  matter  exceeds  Ideas. 

But  although  Evil  be  a necessary  part  of  the  world,  it  is 
in  constant  struggle  with  Good.  What  is  this  but  the 
struggle  of  Becoming'?  And  man  is  endowed  with  Free  Will 
and  Intelligence : he  may  therehjre  choose  between  Good 
and  Evil.t  And  according  to  his  choice  will  his  future  life  be 
regulated.  Metempsychosis  w.as  a doctrine  Pluto  borrowed 
from  Pythagoras ; and  in  that  doctrine  he  could  find  argu- 
ments for  the  enforcement  of  a sage  and  virtuous  life,  which 
no  other  afforded  at  that  epoch. 

We  have  said  nothing  of  the  arguments  whereby  Plato 
proves  the  existence  of  God ; for  we  have  been  forced  to  pass 
over  many  details  : but  we  cannot  close  this  chapter  without 
alluding  to  an  argument  often  used  in  modem  times,  and 

• In  file  Lows,  x.  pp.  201-2,  hp  cupionsly  (listinj^iiihpU  the  voDs  from  the  iivx'fi 
in  this  manner.  The  (vital  principle)  is  the  self-moving  principle ; Imt,  in- 
asmuch as  it  is  sometimes  moved  to  tad  as  well  aa  to  yvod  {ruy  ti  iyaOwy  alriar 
flyai  ilexV  *“1  Twr  Ktutiy),  it  was  nece«»ary  to  have  some  other  principle  which 
should  determine  its  direction.  He  therefore  makes  koSi  (intelligence)  the  prin- 
ciple which  determines  the  soul  (whether  the  soul  of  the  world  or  of  man,  it  is  the 
same)  to  good ; and  Sroia  (ignorance— want  of  iwus)  which  determines  it  to  evil.  - 

t Laws,  X.  p.  217. 
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seldom  suspected  to  have  had  so  ancient  an  upholder — God 
is  proved  to  exist  by  the  very  feeling  of  affinity  to  his  nature 
which  stirs  within  oiu’  souls. 

Such  opinions  as  those  above  set  down  were  certainly 
cxpre.ssed  by  Plato  at  different  times  : but  wo  again  warn  the 
rciuler  against  supposing  them  to  have  been  his  conshint 
views.  They  are  taken  from  works  written  at  wide  intervals, 
and  bearing  considemble  difference  of  ojjinion ; and  in  tlio.se 
very  works  there  are  occasional  glimpses  of  a startling  doc- 
trine, namely,  that  man  is  but  the  idaything  of  God,  who 
alternately  governs  and  forsakes  the  world.  The  first  clause 
of  this  sentence  seems  derived  from  Heraclitus,  who  said, 
that  ‘ making  worlds  was  the  sport  of  Demiurgos.’  Plato’s 
words  are  these ; avdpanrov  Be  6eov  ri  iraiyviov  ilvai  fup.t'i'xa- 
irjfiivov:  and  this  is  said  to  lie  man’s  greatest  excellence.* 
TTie  second  clause  is  formally  expressed  by  Plato  thus : 
‘ God,’  he  says,  ‘ alternately  governs  and  forsakes  the  world  ; 
when  he  governs  it,  things  go  on  well : it  is  the  age  of  gold ; 
when  he  forsakes  it,  the  world  suddenly  turns  round  in  a 
contrary  orbit — a fearful  crisis  takes  place,  all  things  are 
<lisordered,  mmidane  existence  is  bjfally  disarranged,  and 
only  after  some  time  do  things  settle  down  to  a sort  of  order 
though  of  a very  imperfect  kind.’f  The  wisest  word  he  has 
uttered  on  Theology  is  one  rarely  quoted,  and  not  likelj'  to 
bo  acceptable  to  theologians,  namely,  that  we  know  nothing 
about  the  Gods,  ‘ the  speculations  about  the  Gods  are  simply 
speculations  about  the  oi^inions  men  form  about  the  Gods.’ — 
Cnihjlmt,  p.  401. 

So  much  has  been  >vritten  and  talked  in  modern  times  of 
TO  KoXov,  ‘ the  Beautifid,’  as  conceived  by  Plato,  and  this  by 
persons  who  never  read  a line  of  his  works,  that  wo  must 
devote  a few  sentences  to  it. 

Tlie  bond  which  unites  the  human  to  the  divine  is  Love. 
And  Love  is  the  longing  of  the  Sotd  fijr  Beauty ; the  m- 
extinguishable  desire  which  like  feels  for  like,  which  the 

• Imws,  vii.  p,  32.  t I’olilicuf,  p.  280. 
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divinity  within  us  feels  for  tlie  divinity  revealed  to  us  in 
Beauty.  This  is  the  celebrated  Platonic  Love,  which,  from 
having’  originally  meant  a couununion  of  two  souls,  and  that 
in  a rigidly  dialectical  sense,  has  been  degraded  to  the  ex- 
pression of  maudlin  sentiment  between  the  sexes.  Plutonic 
love  meant  ideal  sjunpathy ; it  now  means  the  love  of  a 
sentimental  young  gentleman  for  a woman  he  cannot  or  will 
not  marry. 

But  what  is  Beauty?  Not  the  mere  flattery  of  the  senses. 
It  does  not  consist  in  harmonious  outlines  and  resplendent 
colours : these  are  but  the  indications  of  it.  Btjauty  is  Truth. 
It  is  the  radiant  image  of  that  which  was  most  splendid  in 
the  world  of  Ideas.  Listen  to  Plato’s  description  of  it  in  the 
Phmlrus : — ‘ For,  as  we  have  already  said,  every  human  soul 
has  actually  seen  the  Reid  Existences,  or  it  would  not  have 
come  iuto  a human  shape.  But  it  is  not  eiusj’  for  all  of  them 
to  call  to  mind  what  they  then  saw ; those,  especially,  which 
saw  that  region  for  a short  time  only,  and  those  which,  having 
fallen  to  the  earth,  were  so  unfortunate  as  to  be  txirned  to 
injustice,  and  consequent  oblivion  of  the  sacred  things  which 
were  seen  by  them  in  their  prior  state.  Few,  therefore, 
remain  who  ai-e  adequate  to  the  recollection  of  those  things. 
These  few,  when  they  see  here  any  image  or  resemblance  of 
the  things  which  are  there,  i-eceive  a shock  like  a thunderbolt, 
and  are  in  a manner  taken  out  of  tliemsdves  •,  but,  from 
deficiency  of  comprehension,  they  know  not  what  it  is  which 
so  affects  them.  Now,  the  likenesses  which  exist  there  of 
Justice  and  Temperance,  and  the  other  things  which  the 
sold  honours,  do  not  possess  any  splendour ; and  a few 
persons  only,  with  great  difficulty,  by  the  aid  of  dull,  blunt, 
material  organs,  perceive  the  terrestrial  likenesses  of  those 
qualities,  and  recognize  them.  But  Beauty  was  not  only 
most  splendid  when  it  was  seen  by  us  forming  part  of  the 
heavenly  possession  or  choir,  but  here  idso  the  likeness  of  it 
comes  to  us  through  the  most  acute  and  clear  of  our  senses, 
that  of  sight,  and  with  a splendour  which  no  other  of  the 
terrestrial  images  of  supercelestiid  Existences  {xissess.  They, 
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then,  who  are  not  fresli  from  heaven,  or  who  have  been  cor- 
rupted, are  not  vehemently  impelled  towards  that  Beauty 
which  is  aloft  when  they  see  that  upon  earth  which  is  called 
by  its  name  ; they  do  not,  therefore,  venerate  and  worship  it, 
but  give  themselves  up  to  physical  pleasure  after  the  manner 
of  a (juadruped.  But  they  who  are  fresh  from  those  divine 
objects  of  contemplation,  and  who  have  formerly  contem- 
plated them  much,  when  they  see  a godlike  countenance  or 
form,  in  which  celestial  beauty  is  imaged  and  well  imitated, 
are  Orst  struck  with  a holy  awe,  and  then,  ap2)roaching, 
venerate  this  beautiful  object  as  a god,  and,  if  thej'  were  not 
afraid  of  the  reputation  of  too  raving  a madness,  would  erect 
altars,  and  j^erforiu  sacrilices  to  it. 

‘ iViid  the  warmth  and  genial  influence  derived  from  the 
atmosjjhcro  which  beauty  generates  around  itself,  entering 
through  the  eyes,  softens  and  liquefies  the  invetenite  indura- 
tion, which  coats  and  covers  up  the  parts  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  wings,  and  prevents  them  from  growing.  This  being 
melted,  th(^  wings  begin  to  gennmate  and  increase,  and  this, 
like  the  growing  of  the  teeth,  produces  an  itching  and  iiri- 
tation  which  disturbs  the  whole  fi-ame  of  the  soul.  When, 
therefore,  by  the  contemplation  of  the  beautiful  object,  the 
induration  is  softened  and  the  wings  begin  to  shoot,  the  soul 
is  relieved  from  its  i)ain  and  rejoices ; but  when  that  object 
is  absent,  the  liquefied  substance  hardens  again,  and  closes 
uj)  the  young  shoots  of  the  wings,  which  consequently  boil 
uf)  and  throb,  and  throw  the  soul  into  a state  of  tm-buleuce 
and  rage,  and  will  neither  allow  it  to  sleep  nor  remain  at 
rest,  until  it  can  again  see  the  beautifid  object  and  be  re- 
lieved. For  this  reason  it  never  willingly  leaves  that  object, 
but  for  its  sake  deserts  parents,  and  brothers,  and  friends, 
and  neglects  its  patrimony,  and  despises  all  established 
usages  on  which  it  valued  itself  before.  And  this  afl'ection 
is  Love.’ 

The  reiuler  is  doubtless  by  this  time  familiar  enough  with 
the  Platonic  i)hilosophy  to  apjireciate  this  passage.  He  will 
see  the  dialectical  meaning  of  this  poetical  myth.  He  will 
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comprehend,  also,  that  the  Platonic  Love  is  naturally  more 
appropriate  between  two  men,  master  and  pupil,  than  between 
the  two  sexes ; because  it  is  then  purer,  and  less  disturbed 
by  other  feelings. 

Beauty  is  the  most  ^dvid  image  of  Truth : it  is  divinity 
in  its  most  perceptible  form.  But  what  is  the  Good  ? The 
Good,  TO  ayaOov,  is  God,  but  God  eonsidered  in  the  abstract. 
Truth,  Beauty,  Justice,  are  all  aspects  of  the  Deity ; Good- 
ness is  his  nature.  Tlie  Good  is  tliorefore  incapable  of  being 
perceived ; it  can  only  be  known  in  reflection.  In  the  same 
manner  as  the  sun  is  the  cause  of  sight,  and  also  the  cause  of 
the  objects  of  sight  growing  and  being  produced,  so  also  the 
Good  is  the  cause  of  science,  and  the  cause  of  being  to 
whatever  is  the  object  of  science  : and,  as  the  sun  itself  is 
not  sight,  nor  the  object  of  sight,  but  presides  over  both  ; so 
also  the  Good  is  not  science,  nor  the  object  of  science,  but  is 
superior  to  both,  for  they  are  not  the  Good,  but  goodly, 

Plato  was  a Socratist.  But  his  siieculations  on  Ideas, 
Reminiscence,  Metempsychosis,  God,  etc.  were  not  learned 
from  Socrates,  who  occupied  himself  almost  exclusively  with 
Ethical  topics ; and  it  is  in  Ethics,  therefore,  that  we  may 
expect  to  find  Plato  most  resembling  him. 

Plato’s  ethical  opinions  are  deductions  from  certain 
abstract  logical  premises,  not  from  investigations  into  human 
nature.  Thus,  when  ‘ engaged  with  the  discussion  of  parti- 
cular sciences,  he  resolves  them  into  the  science  of  Good ; 
when  engaged  with  the  particular  virtues,  he  resolves  them 
into  the  virtue  of  Science.’  * Everj'whei-e  the  Good  and  the 
True  are  convertible  terms,  and  Virtue  is  the  same  as  Science. 
There  is,  moreover,  considerable  contradiction  in  his  various 
works  on  this,  as  on  other  points.  In  one  dialogue  {Timwm) 
he  advocates  Free  Will;  in  another  {Hippias  Minor),  Fatalism. 
Sometimes  vice  is  involuntary,  at  other  times  voluntary : 
sometimes,  indeed  generally,  vice  is  nothing  but  ignorance ; 
elsewhere,  as  we  have  shown,  vice  is  said  to  be  partly  ignorance 
and  partly  incontinence.  Virtue  is  said  to  be  Science ; yet 
• Aucueb  BuTLiiii,  Lcclurct,  ii.  Cl. 
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Knowlcdpje  alone  does  not  constitute  Happiness,  nor  can 
Virtue  be  taught. 

Although  many  passages  may  be  quoted  which  contain 
piu'o  and  profound  moral  views,  we  camiot  but  regard  as 
chimerical  anj’  attemi»t  to  deduce  from  his  works  an  ethical 
system.  All  that  can  safely  be  relied  on  is  general  views, 
such,  for  instance,  as  his  subordination  of  Ethics  to  Dialectics. 
M.  Do  Clerando  well  obsen-es,  ‘ he  did  not  found  his  ethics 
on  a principle  of  obligation,  on  the  definition  of  duty,  but  on 
the  tendency  to  perfection.’ 

In  Plato’s  Ethics  the  passions  are  entirely  set  aside ; they 
are  regarded  as  distm-bances  in  the  moral  economy.  Virtue 
is  purely  a matter  of  intelligence;  and  the  intellect  has 
therefore  not  only  a regulative  office,  but  the  supreme 
direction  of  all  action.*  Now,  as  Chamfort  admirably  said, 
‘ the  Philosopher  who  wt)uld  set  aside  the  passions  resembles 
a ChemLst  who  would  extinguish  his  fire.’  We  are  all  aware 
that  it  is  very  common  ‘ to  know  the  right,  and  yet  the  wrong 
pursue  ; ’ that  the  passions  not  only  disturb  the  regulative 
action  of  Reason,  but  positively  triumph  over  it ; and  that 
morals  are  our  mores,  our  hirhUs,  as  much  as  our  beliefs. 

The  Ethics  of  Plato  might  suit  the  inhabitants  of  another 
world ; they  are  useless  to  the  inliabitants  of  this.  His 
Politics  are  his  Ethics  applied  to  the  State,  and  labour  under 
the  same  errors. 

The  Iiei>uilic  is  unquestionably  one  of  the  most  interesting 
of  his  works ; and  so  slow  has  been  the  progress  of  social 
science,  compared  with  every  other  science,  that  many  of  the 
views  Plato  has  there  put  forth  are  still  entertained  by  very 
serious  thinkers ; whereas  his  views  on  psychology  seldom, 
his  views  on  physics  never  find  a defender. 

The  weakness  of  man  is  the  cause  why  States  are  formed. 
As  he  cannot  suffice  to  himself,  he  must  live  in  society.  This 


* We  caDDOt  interrupt  our  exposition  with  any  examples ; they  are  too  numerous. 
But  we  may  remind  the  student  of  that  pas.siigt^  in  the  Gorgiatt  n^spi'cting  the 
miavry  of  the  unjust  man,  in  wJiich  Plato  endeavours  to  prove*  that  ho  who  do«  a 
an  injury  sufTtRj  more  than  ho  who  cuduros  it. 
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society  should  be  iiu  image  of  man  himself.  The  faculties 
which  belong  to  him  must  Kud  a proper  field  of  activity  in 
society  ; and  this  vast  union  of  intellects  should  form  but  one 
intelligence.  Thus  man’s  virtues  are,  1,  (pp6i>7]<rts,  wisdom  ; 
2,  ai  Spiia,  fortitude ; 3,  aa><f)pccrvi  T),  tcmpenince  ; 4,  Sixaio- 
avprj,  justice.  The  State,  therefore,  must  have  its  Rulers, 
the  philosopher.s,  who  will  represent  wisdom ; its  Soldiers, 
who  will  represent  fortitude ; its  Craftsmen  and  burghers, 
who  will  represent  temperance.  Justice  is  a quality  which 
must  be  shai’ed  by  all  classes,  as  lying  at  the  root  of  all 
virtuous  action. 

In  wisdom  and  ju-stice  we  have  the  alpha  and  omega  of 
Plato’s  doctrine  : justice  is  wisdom  in  act.  The  otfice  ttf  the 
Rulers  is  therefore  to  ordain  such  laws  as  will  eventually  pre- 
vent all  injustice  in  the  State.  Their  first  care  will  be  to 
instil  into  the  minds  of  the  citizens  just  notions  respecting 
the  Deity.  All  those  -who  attribute  to  the  Deity  the  passions 
and  imperfections  of  men  must  be  banished : hence  the 
famous  banishment  of  the  poets,  of  which  so  much  has  been 
said.  This  law,  pushed  to  its  rigorous  conclusions,  is  the  law 
of  fanaticism.  Whatever  the  Rulers  believed  respecting 
R<?ligion,  was  to  be  the  Religion  of  the  State.  Strange  that 
a puj)il  of  Socrates  should  have  advocated  a law,  the  operation 
of  which  caused  his  master’s  condemnation  ! Rut  there  are 
other  causes  for  the  banishment  of  the  poets  besides  their 
fictions  respecting  the  Gods.  They  enervate  the  soul  by 
pictures  of  immoderate  desires  ; they  give  imitations  of  the 
vices  and  follies  of  men  ; they  overstep  the  limits  of  that 
moderation  which  alone  can  balance  the  soul.  Even  the 
musicians  are  to  be  banished  ; those  at  least  who  are  plain- 
tive and  harmonious.  Only  the  Phrygian  and  the  Dorian 
music  cau  be  admitted  ; the  one  impetuous  and  warlike,  the 
other  calm. 

There  is  a germ  of  Stoicism  in  Plato,  and  that  germ  is  here 
seen  developed.  A measured  equability  of  mind  was  his 
ideal  of  human  hajipiness,  and  anything  which  interfered 
with  it  was  denounced.  Poetry  and  music  intei-fered  with  this 
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equability,  and  so  did  conjugal  love.  As  the  State  could  not 
subsist  without  children,  children  must  be  begotten.  But 
parents  are  foolishly  fond ; they  are  avaricious  for  their 
children ; ambitious  for  them.  Husbands  are  also  foolishl}^ 
fond.  To  prevent  these  disturbances  of  good  order,  Plato 
ordains  cf»mmunity  of  wives,  and  interdicts  parentage.  Wo- 
men are  to  be  chosen  for  marriage  as  brood-mares  are  chosen. 
The  violent  women  to  be  assorted  to  the  mild  men  ; the  mild 
to  bo  assorted  to  yiolent  men.  But  the  children  belong  to 
the  St.ate.  They  arc,  therefore,  to  be  consigned  to  the  State 
N urses,  who  will  superintend  their  early  education.  Because 
children  manifest  ditterent  capacities,  Plato  thought  with 
St.  Simon,  that  each  citizen  should  be  ranked  according  to 
his  cajaicity,  the  State  undertaking  to  decide  to  which 
class  the  young  man  should  belong.  Bnt,  if  domestic  life  is 
thus  at  a blow  sacrificed  to  the  public  good,  do  not  imagine 
that  women  will  lose  their  occupations.  No : women  must 
share  with  men  the  toils  of  war  and  agriculture.  Tlie  female 
dog  guards  sheep  as  well  as  the  male  ; why  should  not  the 
woman  guard  the  State  ? * And,  as  some  few  women  mani- 
fest a capacity  for  philosophy,  those  few  will  share  with  men 
the  government.  With  community  of  wives  and  children,  it 
is  natural  that  community  of  property  should  be  joined. 
Property  is  the  great  disturber  of  social  life ; it  engenders 
crimes  and  luxuries  which  are  scarcely  better  than  crimes. 
Property,  therefore,  must  be  abolished.  The  State  alone 
has  riches. 

In  one  word,  the  Family,  no  less  than  the  individual,  is 
sacrificed  to  the  State ; the  Shite  itself  being  an  Abstraction. 
Like  the  Utopists  of  modern  days,  Plato  has  developed  an  a 
priori  theory  of  what  the  State  should  be,  and  by  this  theory 
all  human  feelings  are  to  be  neglected ; instead  of  developing 
a theory  d posteriori,  i.  e.  from  an  investigation  into  the 
nature  of  hmnan  wants  and  feelings.f 

* This  Plato’s  own  illustration. 

t In  the  iMtts,  many  of  the  political  and  eocial  notions  are  modified;  hut  the, 
general  theory  is  the  siime. 
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This  is  all  logically  deduced  by  him.  He  makes  a liepublic 
which  has  philosophers  for  its  rulers,  consequently  ab- 
stractions for  its  laws ; philosophy  in  his  conception  doalini' 
only  with  abstractions.  Believing  in  no  higher  reality  than 
Univcrsals,  of  which  individual  things  were  but  vanishing 
appearances,  believing  in  the  perturbing  and  disturbing 
influence  of  Sense  and  Passion,  the  philosopher  necessarily 
strove  to  suppress  all  individuality  and  to  stifle  all  passion. 
Aristotle  saw  where  the  initial  weakness  lay — in  the  disregard 
of  the  individual  and  his  needs. 

I hero  close  this  necessarily  imperfect  account  of  one  of 
the  most  influential  thinkers  that  has  ever  lived ; and  in 
closing  it  I can  only  indicate  in  a few  words  the  general 
sources  of  that  influence  over  and  above  the  genius  of  the 
writer  which  has  channed  even  those  who  have  disregarded 
his  opinions.  His  works  are  full  of  sj)eculative  j'east : 
he  touches  on  all  subjects,  and  agitates  whatever  he 
touches.  The  sceptical  play  of  his  intellect  moves  freely 
amid  the  most  arduous  and  subtle  problems.  He  staids 
fresh  views,  and  irritates  the  mind  to  research.  His  inirest- 
ing  activity  communicates  itself  to  the  reader.  His  daring 
ingenuity,  which  never  stops  at  an  absurdity,  and  sometimes 
reaches  a plausibility,  if  not  a truth,  captivated  students ; 
his  lofty  \news  and  splendid  reputation  made  them  eager  to 
find  his  plausibilities  true.  Over  Christian  philosophy  he 
exercised  a vast  and  acknowledged  influence,  and  over 
metaphysical  philosophy  scarcely  less.  He  gave  a criterion 
to  tlie  Subjective  Method,  which  remained  unmodified  until 
Descartes.  If,  with  all  his  genius  and  with  all  his  activity,  he 
failed  to  establish  any  one  important  truth,  and  failed  even 
to  enrich  the  world  with  many  minor  truths,  if,  in  short,  the 
only  direct  result  of  all  his  efforts  is  that  of  making  men 
occasionally  conscious  that  they  have  no  tenable  grounds 
for  their  opinions,  the  reason  of  this  is,  I believe,  that  on 
the  Subjective  Method  no  permanent  truth  can  be  esta- 
blished. 
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P/iilowp/nj  for  the  first  time  assumes  the  si/stematic  form 
of  a body  of  doctrine,  all  its  conclusions  respectiny 
ej-'isfeiu'cs  being  referred  to  principles  of  Logic— 
The  criterion  stated  by  Plato  is  systematized  and 
applied  by  Aristotle. — A method  of  proof  takes  its 
place  among  the  chief  instruments  of  thought. 


CIEVPTER  I. 

Life  op  Abistotle. 

STAG  IRA — which,  Boockh  says,  should  be  written  Sta- 
geiros — was  a town  in  Northern  Greece,  on  the  western 
coast  of  the  Strynionic  Gulf  (now  called  the  Gulf  of  Contezzn,) 
just  where  the  coast  begins  to  take  a southerly  bend.  Its 
situation  has  been  compared  with  the  southern  part  of  the 
Bay  of  Naples.  Immediately  south,  a promontory,  like  the 
Punta  della  CampaneUa,  and  nearly  in  the  same  latitude, 
runs  out  in  an  easterly  direction,  thus  effectually  screen- 
ing the  little  town  and  its  harbour,  Ca2>ros,  from  the  stormy 
squalls  of  the  jEgean.  Stagira  is  said  to  resemble  Sorrento, 
not  only  in  the  general  disj>f)sition  of  its  coast  lines,  but  also 
in  the  terraced  windings  of  its  multitudinous  orange  and 
lemon  groves.* 

In  this  picturesque  seaport,  Aristotle  was  bom,  b.c.  38 1, 
that  is,  exactly  one  century  after  the  birtli  of  Herodotus ; 


• 13i.ajuu»i.et,  Z»i/V  of  ArUttoile,  p.  12, 
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one  century  before  the  foundation  of  the  Alesandriun  library, 
and  the  execution  of  the  Septuaf'int  version  of  the  Scriptures  ; 
and  two  centuries  before  the  death  of  Philopcoinen,  ‘ the  la.st 
of  the  Greeks,’  when  tlie  Achrcan  league  dissolved  before  the 
Eoinan  power,  and  Greece  merged  her  .splendid  existence  in 
the  dependence  of  a Roman  province. 

Ilis  father,  Nicomachus,  was  a physician  and  an  A.scle- 
piad  ; bnt  whether  he  had  any  better  claim  to  the  honour  of 
descent  from  .^sculapius  than  so  manj'  othei-s  who  usurped 
the  title,*  or  simply  belonged  to  the  famous  guild,  cannot 
now  l)e  determined.  It  is  certain  tluit  he  was  a physician  of 
repute,  attached  to  Amyntas  II.,  the  father  of  the  Mace- 
donian Philip. 

It  is  unknown  how  long  ho  remained  at  Stagira  b(>fore 
accompanying  his  father  to  the  court  of  Amyntas,  at  Pella, 
where  he  learned  to  know  and  ingratiate  himself  with 
Philip,  who  was  hereafter  to  befriend  him.  Everything  at 
this  ej)och  is  conjecture,  and  conjecture  may  amuse,  but  can- 
not instiTJCt. 

At  the  age  of  seventeen  he  lost  his  father.  Tliis  is 
the  next  isolated  fact  which  has  been  recorded,  and  it  is 
important.  lie  thus  became  his  own  master,  with  the  com- 
mand of  a large  fortune  ; a perilous  condition  to  most  youths  ; 
the  temptation  to  squander  his  fortune  in  frivolous  dissipation 
must  have  been  great,  and  could  only  be  withstood  by  an 
unusual  seriousness  of  mind,  or  unusual  felicity  in  his  social 
connections.  So  plausible  is  the  supposition  that  a youth 
thus  circumstanced  will  be  ruined,  that  idle  gossip,  which 
always  flits  about  a celebrated  name,  invenft'd  a story 
of  his  having  wasted  his  means,  and  having  been  reduced 
to  sell  dmgs  ft>r  a subsistence ; a story  which,  however, 
found  refutation  even  among  the  ancients,  and  is  wholly 
iri'cconcilablc  with  the  knomi  facLs  of  his  subsequent 
career. 

lie  was  young,  ardent,  and>itious,  rich.  Athens,  the  glory 

• Siv  Harlkss  ; Ik  ilalkis  Vrlcribuf  ‘Afch piairi ' ditiis,  a work  only  known  to 
nic  at  second  hand. 
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of  tbe  world,  though  lier  political  sun  was  setting,  the  lumi- 
nous centre  of  Philosophy  and  Art,  beckoned  to  him,  as  Rome 
and  Florence  beckon  to  the  students  of  our  day.  Plato 
taught  there,  and  might  admit  him  to  the  groves  of  the 
Academy.  To  listen  to  this  ‘ old  man  eloquent,’  was  a rare 
attraction,  and  naturally  it  drew  him  to  Athens.  Arrived 
there,  he  found  that  Plato  was  absent.  Awaiting  the  great 
teacher’s  return,  he  qualified  himself  for  disciplcship  by  three 
years  of  arduous  study.  Had  he  squandered  his  wealth  in 
dissipation,  as  the  babblers  reported,  he  could  not  have 
collected  the  treasure  of  books  which  he  is  known  to  have 
bought ; for  in  those  days  it  was  almost  as  costly  to  create  a 
library  of  books  as  in  our  owm  to  create  a gallery  of  pictures.* 
To  collect  books  and  to  read  them  are  not  always  the  same 
thing.  With  him  they  were  one ; and  Plato,  alluding  to 
the  extraordinary  passion  he  displayed,  called  him  ‘ the 
reader.’  His  writings  show  how  diligently  he  had  studied 
nil  accessible  literature;  and  it  is  to  his  punctilious  quota- 
tion of  his  predecessors  that  we  are  greatly  indebted  for 
the  preser\'ation  of  many  fragments  of  ancient  thought.  So 
little  justice  is  there  in  Bacon’s  sarcasm,  that  like  an 
Eastern  despot  he  strangled  his  rivals  in  order  to  reign 
peaceably.t 


* According  to  GnLLirs,  he  paid  for  the  works  of  SPErsiPFTs  alone  three  Attic 
talents,  that  is  about  700/.  of  our  money,  a sum  not  to  be  spared  out  of  the  profits 
of  drug-selling  unless  by  a merchant  prince.  lu  our  owu  days  1,000/.  has  been 
jmid  fora  rare  uHtion  of  on  Italian  poet;  but  that  wa.s  merely  the  avidity  of  a 
collectors  furor  backed  by  the  wealth  of  an  Knglish  nobleman.  Curious  details 
on  the  price  of  bewiks  in  the  Middle  iVges  may  be  read  in  JlruAToRt : DiAstriacioae 
gdjtra  rantichita  Ilaltane,  Diss.  XLIII.  Coniparo  also  IIkkhf.n:  G(»chichte  dfr 
Cla»9i»chen  JMt*ratur  im  ^litteiaUvr,  M’erke,  1822,  IV.  In  our  days  of  cheap 
literature —cheap,  because  we  have  cheap  paper,  and  that  because  we  wear  linen 
insteiul  of  woollen  olothes — these  details  seem  to  render  the  darkness  of  the  dark 
ages  more  intelligible. 

t Aristotle’s  piwcpts,  no  le.ss  than  his  practice,  answers  this  accusation.  See 
Metaph.  II.  1,  99o  ; Df  Ctr/o,  I.  10,  279;  and  Dc  Anima,  I.  1.  JUco?*  simply 
echoetl  Patrieio,  whose  enmity  was  virulent  and  avowecl,  and  who  declares  that 
one  Ciiuso  of  this  hatre<l  was  the  abuse  which  Aristotle  heaps  on  the  writers  from 
whom  his  bc‘st  idea#  are  stolen.  Patbitii;  Viacusidonum  VcripaUticarum  tomi 
quatuoTt  BAle,  fnim  which  learned  but  untrustworthy  work  some  moderns 

have  largely  drawn.  The  first  volume  contains  a life  and  a list  of  tbe  extant 

VOL,  I.  T 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


274 


LIFE  OF  ARISTOTLE. 


Aristotle  came  to  Athens  the  splendour  of  her 
life  was  fast  departing',  and  near  at  hand  was  the  tower- 
ing greatness  of  Maeedon,  so  soon  to  overshadow  her  on  the 
plains  of  Cha'roueia.  The  sun  was  setting  on  the  Age  of 
Pericles,  and  was  rising  on  the  Age  of  Alexander.  Kor  sixty 
years  Pericles  had  erased  to  thunder  from  the  hema ; had 
ceased  to  communicate  his  agitating  stimulus  to  art  and 
politics ; had  ceased  to  adorn  the  beautiful  city  wdth  his 
munilicenee  and  Liste.  Sophocles  and  Euripides  were 
gone  ; and  the  grand  and  pathetic  drama  they  had  luifolded 
to  applauding  thousands,  had  fallen  into  the  hands  of 
Chicremon,  Cleophon,  and  Theodectes  (the  last  the  friend 
of  Aristotle),  whose  efh)rts  to  make  rhetoric  supj)ly  the 
place  of  poetry  pointed  unmistakably  towards  decline.  Aris- 
tophanes no  longer  laughed  at  ■ the  absurdities,  and  scourged 
the  corruptions  of  his  time,  in  riotous  and  reckless  farces, 
which  too  often  wilfully  misrepresented  persons  and  ideas 
essentially  wise  and  noble.  No  great  prose  -writer  except 
Xenophon  remained ; not  one  poet  of  eminence. 

But  if  a sunset,  it  was  stiU  a glorious  sunset,  with  some 

works,  with  an  account  of  all  the  Peripatetics.  In  the  third  book  there  is  a 
valuable  collection  of  the  pnsMages  in  which  A.  refers  to  his  own  writings;  a col- 
lodion .Hubsoqui  iitly  used  and  expantbsl  by  Rittku,  but  without  the  acknowli*<lg- 
mont  <hie  in  such  a case.  The  second  volume  gives  an  cxjwsition  of  the  points  of 
btlwcon  the  doctrim  a of  A.  and  PLito,  ami  the  older  writers.  In  the 
thir«l  volume  the  poinU  of  difffrrnce  are  noted.  In  the  preface  he  complains  of  tho 
insults  to  philosophers  (p.  291-2),  and  sHrcastically  adds  that  there  ia  no  mention 
of  Hii’I*ocuatks.  (Some  moflerns,  coupling  this  »up[^*osid  silence  with  the  silence 
of  TiiufTiHDKS,  have  argiietl  that  Hippocrates  lived  after  Aristotle  ; hut  the  fact  is 
that  IIip|.>ocrati  H m mentioned,  and  in  the  PUttia  there  is  a sketch  of  his  views  on 
climate.)  In  tho  fourth  volume  Patuixio  gives  full  expression  to  his  antagonism. 
<iinu!iAMo  Hrv.no,  in  spite  of  hi.s  own  opjiosition  to  the  peripatetic  system,  spt’aks 
with  measureless  contempt  of  Patuizio.  as  *un  steriN)  di  pinlantc  Italiano  die  ha 
imbrutfHti  tanti  quinterni  con  le  sue  diseussione  peripatetiche,’  and  vows  that  he 
has  not  understood  the  Stagirile,  but  only  read  and  reread  him,  ‘cucito,  scucito  o 
conferito  con  mill'  altri  greci  autori  amici  c nemici  di  quello,  et  al  fine  fiilta  una 
grandis^ima  faticn  non  sola  senzu  pn;fitto  ulcuno,  nm  etiam  con  un  grandissimo 
sproposilo.’  I)e  la  Caum  Principio  et  Vno  (0;wrr  Jtai,  Ixdpztg,  1830),  I.  2.')0. 
pATRizio  had  many  admirers  and  imitators;  a notable  one  is  B.v.sso,  Phiton. 
yaturalis  atUrrstm  Ari*totr*rm,  libri  xii.  Elsuvir,  16J9.  I have  not  had  the 
courage  to  extei.d  my  wauderings  further  through  this  rubbish  of  denunciation 
and  criticism  hrap#<l  up  by  the  iconoclasts. 
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Splendour  of  the  aftcr-t'low.  Great  memories  swelled  am- 
bitious minds.  Powerful  vibrations  were  stiU  felt  from 
Salamis,  Marathon,  and  Platsea.  Isocrates  upheld  the 
renown  of  Athenian  eloquence;  and  the  greater  Demos- 
thenes was  preparing  for  his  matchless  dispilays.  Praxi- 
teles was  at  work  upon  statues,  the  very  copies  of  which 
were  for  centuries  to  be  the  despair  of  artists.  Scojias, 
the  sculptor  of  the  immortal  Niobe  and  the  Venus  of  Milo, 
had  enchanted  the  Athenians  with  his  Furies.  Diogenes, 
with  drastic  energy,  dcspi.sed  the  citizens  from  his  tub.  The 
schools  were  crowded  with  listeners  to  many  tciudiers.  In 
every  direction  there  was  intellectual  activity  and  social 
ferment.  A young,  keen  intellect  would  find  there  abun- 
dant stimulus. 

As  years  ripened  his  intelligence,  arid  free  intercourse 
with  eminent  men  procured  him  the  advantages  and  oppor- 
tunity of  display,  Aristotle  gnidually  won  for  himself  a fore- 
most pcisition.  He  came  there  a raw  ambitious  youth,  not 
only  with  the  disadvantages  of  inexperience,  but  with  those 
disadvantages  of  accent  and  manner  which,  in  the  eyes  of 
supercilious  Athenians— the  Frenchmen  of  antiquity — made 
him  seem  almost  a barbarian.  Tliese,  however,  ho  soon 
modified.  One  fact  recorded  of  him — that  he  was  somewhat 
given  to  foppery  in  costume — implies  an  eager  sensitiveness 
to  approbation,  which  would  have  directed  his  attention  to 
anything  provincial  in  his  air.  Keen,  witty,  logical,  and 
learned,  he  was  a brilliant  talker,  and  in  that  city  of  talkers 
could  hold  his  own  with  the  best ; not  even  refraining  from 
controversy  with  his  great  master.  Without  pretending  to 
decide  the  much  vexed  question  of  his  ingratitude  towards 
Plato,  I must  express  my  own  disbelief  in  the  accusation  ; 
although  it  is  very  credible,  and  by  no  means  derogatory  to 
him,  that,  dift'ering  from  his  master  in  cast  of  mind,  as -well  as 
on  certain  fundamental  points  of  philosophy,  he  should  often, 
during  the  seventeen  years  they  were  together,  liave  been 
seduced  into  warm,  and  sometimes  irritating,  discussion  with 
one  whom,  on  the  whole,  he  considered  as  the  noblest  of 

T 2 
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tliliilcors.  All  opposition  is  apt  to  be  constm(*<l  as  an  offence  ; 
and  if  Aristotle’s  criticisms  and  allusions  to  Plato  are  not 
always  remarkable  for  their  judicial  calmness,  they  have 
never  any  approach  to  irreverence.  Often  in  antagonism — 
how  could  this  sincerely  be  avoided? — he  is  never  in  hos- 
tility to  Plato.  Indeed,  in  the  Ethics,  he  complains  of  the 
necessity  of  attacking  doctrines  held  by  ‘ dear  friends,’ 
adding — ‘ It  is  our  duty  to  slay  our  own  flesh  and  blood 
where  the  cause  of  Truth  is  at  stake,  especially  as  we  are 
jthilosophers ; loving  both,  it  is  our  sacred  duty  to  give  the 
preference  to  Truth.’  It  is  a timidity  unworthy  of  a 
noble  mind  to  shrink  from  intellectual  opposition,  as  an 
oftence  against  friendship,  and  to  suppress  convictions  for 
fear  of  mis-construction. 

Aristotle  remained  twenty  ye.ors  at  Athens.  During 
seventeen  of  these  years,  Plato  was  first  his  master,  and  then 
his  friend.  His  health  was,  like  that  of  most  ardent  brain- 
workers, delicate.  He  was  short  and  slender  in  person  ; he 
had  small  eyes,  and  an  affected  lisp.  Somewhat  given  to 
sarcasm  in  conversation,  he  made,  of  course,  many  enemies. 
On  hearing  that  some  one  had  vituperated  him  in  his  ab- 
sence he  humorously  said,  ‘ If  he  pleases,  he  may  beat  me 
too — in  my  absetice.’  His  heart  was  kind,  as  was  manifest 
in  certain  acts,  and  is  expressed  in  this  saying,  ‘ He  who 
has  many'  friends  has  no  friends,’  which  profoundly  touches 
the  very  core  of  the  subject,  and  may  be  paired  off  with  this, 
other  saying  of  his,  ‘ A friend  is  one  soul  in  two  lx)dies.’ 
Wlien  asked  how  we  should  behave  towards  friends,  he  said, 

‘ As  we  should  wish  them  to  behave  towards  us.’ 

Advancing  age  and  development,  no  less  than  the  deci- 
dedly scientific  bias  impressed  upon  his  studies,  necessarily 
caused  him  to  take  up  an  independent  position  with  respect 
to  Plato,  who  had  little  taste  for  physical  science,  and  whose 
intellect  natiu-ally  withdrew  from  those  very-  subjects  to  which 
his  young  rival  was,  by  nature  and  early  bias,  strongly 
determined.  Without  absolutely  opening  a rival  school, 
Aristotle  gradually  gathered  round  him  a circle  of  admirers. 
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and  began,  during  the  last  years  of  his  Atheniiin  residence, 
to  give  lectures.* 

Among  the  listeners  was  Hermias,  the  tj'rant  (or  ruler) 
of  Atameus,  and  to  him,  by  invibition,  Aristotle  went,  on 
quitting  Athens,  after  Plato’s  death.  His  companion  on 
this  journey  was  Xenocrates,  the  best  loved  of  Plato’s 
disciples.  What  was  the  object  of  their  visit  ? It  has  been 
conjectured  that  Hermias  invited  them  to  frame  a political 
constitution.  Th,e  scheme,  if  such  it  were,  was  frustrated  by 
the  assassination  of  Hermias,  and  the  fall  of  Atameus  into 
Persian  hands.  The  two  philosophers  escaped  to  M^dilene, 
carrying  with  them  Pjdhias,  the  adopted  daughter  of  their 
friend  and  patron ; and  Aristotle  subsequently  married  her, 
out  of  compassion  for  her  defenceless  position,  and  re- 
spect for  the  memory  of  his  murdered  friend.  Wortliy 
of  special  reprobation,  as  indicating  the  peculiar  infelicity 
with  which  calumny  often  selects  its  points  of  attack,  is  the 
fact  that  his  friendship  for  Hermias,  and  generosity  towai'd 
Pythias,  furnished  the  cruel  thoughtlessness  of  scandal  with 
its  bitterest  accusations.  Here  once  more  may  be  seen  how 
in  this  life  men  are  punished  for  their  virtues ; as  a set-oft', 
perhaps,  to  the  rewards  which  often  crown  their  vices.  So 
little  reliance  can  be  placed  on  these  ancient  scandals, 
that  some  call  Pythias  the  daughter,  and  others  the  concu- 
bine, of  Hermias.  It  is,  perhaps,  a slight  objection  to  both 
these  assertions  that  Hermias  was  an  eunuch. 

To  the  memory  of  Hermias  he  raised  a statue  at  Delphi, 
with  an  inscription ; on  which  act  was  founded  a charge 
of  impiety.  Nor  was  the  memory  of  Pythias,  who  died  after 
giving  birth  to  a daughter,  less  honoured  by  the  grateful 
husband.  In  his  will  he  enjoined  that  her  bones  should 
be  laid  beside  his  own. 

He  had  not  long  been  at  Mjdilene  before  he  received 


♦ Tlio  Ftory  of  bis  having  practised  itu*dicino  at  this  time,  which  is  founded  on 
his  interest  in  that  art,  is  refuted  by  his  express  statement  in  the  work  l)e  Divina- 
tione^  I.  403,  that  in  medicine  he  was  only  one  of  the  laity,  thoutrh  accuRtonied  to 
philoaophize  upon  it. 


Digitized  by  Google 


•278 


Lira  OF  ARISTOTLE. 


from  Philip  of  Maccdon  the  magnificent  offer  to  undertake 
tlie  charge  of  the  young  Alexander.  From  this  it  is  evi- 
dent that  his  rei)utation,  while  at  Athens,  must  have  been 
considerable.  To  Macedon  he  went.  His  princely  pupil  was 
then  fourteen  : young  enough  to  receive  a determining  bi.is, 
old  enough  to  revere  the  intellectual  force  which  impressed 
that  bias.  The  respectful  love  which  meu  of  fine  intellect 
and  generous  sympathies  so  gladly  give  to  their  first  in- 
structors is  well  expressed  in  the  saying  of  Alexander,  that 
he  honoured  Aristotle  no  less  than  his  ovm.  father ; for  if  to 
the  one  he  owed  life,  to  the  other  he  owed  that  which  made 
life  valuable. 

That  the  tutor  and  pupil  might  promenade  in  the  cool 
shade  during  the  hours  of  instruction,  Philip  caused  a gym- 
nasium to  be  built  in  a grove ; and  even  so  late  as  the  days 
of  Plutarch,  the  traveller  might  still  see  the  shady  walks 
{nepiTraToi)  with  tlieir  stone  seats  for  resting-places.  Aris- 
totle remained  seven  years  in  Macedon ; but  only  four  of 
these  wore  given  to  the  education  of  the  prince,  who  at 
eighteen  became  Regent.  Tims  while  Demosthenes  was 
thundering  against  the  ambition  of  Philip,  who  claimed  for 
Macedon  the  hegemony  of  Greece,  Aristotle  was  stimulating 
and  enlarging  the  mind  of  Alexander,  who  was  soon  to  cany 
the  silver  sliields  of  Macedon  from  Svria  to  Egypt,  from 
Candahar  to  the  Indus,  and  from  the  Indus  to  the  Persian 
Gulf.  Popular  fiction  makes  the  gi-eat  teacher  accompany 
the  great  conqueror  on  this  splendid  expedition;  and  one 
regrets  that  this  is  a fiction.  There  was,  indeed,  other  work 
for  Aristotle  to  do,  which  the  life  of  camps  woidd  hardly 
have  advanced.  Still  the  exisedition  would  have  been  a vast 
experience  for  him  ; and  his  observing  mind  could  not  have 
beheld  that  varied,  shifthig  panorama  without  great  result. 
To  have  passed  with  the  conquering  hosts  to  Tyre ; to  have 
witnessed  the  foundation  of  Alexandria  ; to  have  lived  tlu-ough 
the  a^fitations  of  the  day  at  Arbela,  when  the  coiuitless  hosts 
of  Darius  were  assembled  on  the  plain  beneath  the  Koordish 
moimtains,  and  there  were  slaughtered  like  sheep ; to  have 
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■wilnessod  the  successive  subjection  of  Babylon  and  Susa, 
of  Persepolis  and  Ecbatana ; and  finally  to  see  the  young 
Dionysus,  maddened  with  the  insolence  of  success,  cut  olf 
suddenly  in  his  youth  ; these  were  gr<ind  experiences  which 
one  regrets  to  think  were  lost  to  Aristotle. 

Although,  as  I said,  the  relation  between  master  and 
pupil  lasted  only  four  years,  the  relation  of  friendly  counsel 
on  the  one  side,  and  magnificent  gratitude  on  the  other, 
continued.  Had  it  not  been  for  Alexander’s  princely  aid, 
Aristotle’s  enormous  collections  could  not  have  been  made. 
Tlie  aid  is  unexampled.  It  is  said,  but  not  on  trustworthy 
authority,  that  Alexander  presented  him  with  the  sum  of 
eight  hundred  talents,  which  represents  nearly  two  hundred 
thousand  pounds  of  our  money.  Few  critical  readers  will 
believe  that ; and  Schneider,  in  his  edition  of  the  Hiistoria 
Aninudium,  quotes  with  approbation  the  estimate  of  a prede- 
cessor, who  calculates  that  the  whole  revenue  of  Macedon 
would  not  have  furnished  such  a sum.  Still  if  we  make 
liberal  deductions,  and  strike  off  two-thirds  of  this  sum,  it 
leaves  a splendid  surplus.  The  enormity  of  the  exaggeration 
points  to  an  enormous  sum.  Add  to  this  the  statement  of 
Pliny,  that  Alexander  gave  orders  to  his  hunters,  game- 
keepers,  fishermen,  and  bird-catchers  to  furnish  the  philo- 
sopher with  all  the  material  he  might  desire — an  order  which 
at  once  placed  several  thousand  men  at  his  sendee.*  But  at 
the  same  time  remember  it  is  Pliny  who  makes  the  statement, 
and  for  untrustworthiness  of  statement  he  cannot  easily  be 
surj)assed  ; so  that  even  here  an  immense  exaggeration  may 
be  susjHJctod ; and  to  sum  up,  remember  that  although  Aris- 
totle must  have  had  a large  collection  of  materials  before  he 
could  have  written  his  work  on  animals,  Humboldt  declares 


* Aloxandro  Majitio  rrge  inflammato  cupidtn**  ammalium  naturaa  noscondi, 
delt’gataque  hac  conimenlationc  Aristoteli.  aammu  iu  omni  doctrina  viro,  aliquot 
nuliiu  hominum  in  totius  Asia?  Giwciieque  tractn  parorc  jussti,  omnium  quos 
venatuH,  aucupia,  piscntUHqnt*  alrbant;  qiiibus^iue  nrariji,  armenta,  alvtmria, 
piscinie,  aviarin  in  cum  no  quid  ust^uam  genitum  ignorarHur  ab  co.’— 

Pliny:  IlisL  VIII.  16. 
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that  there  is  no  trace  in  that  work  of  any  acquaintance  with 
animals  first  known  through  Alexander’s  expedition. 

After  an  absence  of  twelve  years,  b.c.  3;35,  Aristotle  re- 
appeared in  Athens.  He  found  the  Academy  already  occu- 
pied by  his  fnend  Xcnocrates ; so  that  some  other  place  had 
to  be  sought  where  he  might  open  a school.  This  he  found 
at  the  Lyceum,  a gymnasium  in  the  vicinity  of  the  temple 
of  Apollo  Lykeios,  founded  by  Pisistratus,  and  embellished 
by  Pericles.  It  was  the  most  splendid  of  the  Athenian 
gymnasia,  consisting  of  a mass  of  edifices  surrounded  with 
gardens,  avenues,  and  a sacred  grove.  It  had  its  spacious 
courts  with  porticos,  theatres  for  professors,  covered  pro- 
menades, baths,  an  arena  for  wrestling  matches,  and  a 
sftulium  for  foot-races.  The  walls  were  adorned  with  paint- 
ings ; the  gardens  and  walks  were  funiished  with  seats.  But 
we  must  not  suppose,  as  many  suppose,  that  this  establish- 
ment was  placed  under  the  direction  of  Aristotle,  or  that 
he  had  any  voice  in  its  affairs.  lie  simply  received  permis- 
sion to  teach  in  the  morning  and  evening  at  the  peripatos, 
a permission  which  was  the  more  acceptable  because  the 
shady  walks  offered  facilities  to  his  .accustomed  habit  of 
walking  to  and  fro  during  the  delivery  of  lectures.  The 
name  of  Peripatetics  is  commonly  supposed  to  have  been 
given  to  his  disciples  on  account  of  this  habit ; but  as, 
according  to  the  testimony  of  Theophriistus  and  Lycon,  the 
lecture-place  itself  was  named  6 TreptnaTot,  the  locality  pro- 
bably gave  the  title  to  his  school.  This  suggestion  is  coun- 
tenanced by  the  practice  in  other  cases ; for  we  find  the 
schools  designated  by  the  places  where  they  were  founded, 
unless  when  some  pecidiarity  in  doctrine  gave  the  title  : thus 
the  Academy,  the  Porch,  tlie  Garden,  Megara,  and  Cyreno, 
severally  gave  names  to  schools ; but  never  was  a name 
borrowed  from  some  casual  peculiarity  in  the  mode  of 
lecturing.  Moreover,  Aristotle  was  by  no  means  singular  in 
this  practice  of  jiromcnading  while  he  tanglit. 


* Matter:  ITiit.  tie  nCco'e  (T Ahiandrie,  Parii.,  1810, 1.  30. 
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For  thirteen  years  he  continued  teaching,  and  composing 
his  immortal  treatises ; powerfully  impressing  the  crowd  of 
eager  disciples,  but  probably  regarded  with  angry  suspicion 
by  the  patriots,  owing  to  his  connection  with  Alexander. 
And  now  came  the  electric  shock,  shaking  Athens  to 
her  foundations,  and  agitating  her  with  tumultuary  hopes  : 
the  Great  Conqueror  was  no  more ! At  once,  and  with 
exultant  energy,  the  anti-Macedonian  party  took  the  lead 
in  public  affairs.  Aristotle  necessarily  was  in  peril ; for 
although,  in  truth,  his  life  had  been  blameless  of  political 
intrigue,  and  no  colourable  accusation  coidd  be  raised  against 
him  on  that  score,  if  only  because  he  was  excluded  from 
political  influence  ;*  yet  as  a foreigner,  a philosopher,  and  a 
friend  of  Miicedon,  he  was  trebly  odious  to  the  political 
leaders ; and  a pretext  for  accusation  was  raised  on  a 
groimd  where  such  pretexts  are  always  easily  raised  and  are 
always  dangerous — irreligion.  lie  was  accused  of  blasphemy, 
and  of  paying  divine  honours  to  mortals.  And  who  were 
these  mortals  he  had  honoured?  His  friend  and  his  wife. 
The  charge  may  seem  frivolous  ; but  too  well  he  knew  the 
temper  of  the  multitude  to  hope  that  the  absurdity  of  the 
charge  would  be  a guarantee  for  his  safety.  Mobs  seldom 
reason,  rarely  examine.  The  blameless  life  and  lofty  soul 
of  Socrates  had  been  no  defence  against  the  charges  of 
Meletus ; and  Aristotle  quitted  Athens,  ‘ not  to  give  the 
Athenians  a second  opportunity  of  committing  a sacrilege 
against  philosophy.’ 

He  retired  to  Chalcis  in  Euboea.  There  he  wrote  an 
elaborate  defence  of  his  conduct,  and  exposed  the  calumnies 
circulated  about  him.  But  his  health,  always  delicate, 
and  severely  tasked  by  unremitting  study,  rapidly  gave 
way.  The  Athenians,  on  his  refusal  to  appear  in  answer 
to  the  summons  of  the  Areopagus,  deprived  him  of  citizen- 
ship, and  all  the  honours  that  had  been  conferred  u2)on  him. 
An  idle  sentence  of  death  was  passed ; but  nature  had 

• This  political  attitude  is  conspieuouBljr  set  forth  in  Mr.  Conobbve's  intro- 
duction to  his  edition  of  the  PoHfies,  London,  1855. 
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already  written  that  sentence  in  terms  that  were  not  idle. 
He  died  in  the  sixty-third  year  of  his  age,  b.c.  322,  011I3’  a 
few  months  before  the  great  orator,  Demosthenes,  also 
an  exile. 

His  will,  which  may  be  read  in  Diogenes  Laertius,  tells 
of  his  thoughtful  kindness.  His  daughter  Pythias,  his  sou 
Nicomachus,  his  adopted  son  Nicanor,  and  his  concubine 
Herpyllis,  are  all  duly  provide<l  for,  and  some  of  his  slaves 
are  emancipated,  others  rewarded. 

The  purposes  of  this  History  render  it*  unnecessary  to 
enter  ujmn  the  vexed  question  of  the  authenticity  of  the 
various  writings  which  have  passed  vmder  his  name,  had  I 
the  scholarship  which  could  justify  such  a digression.  The 
curious  reader  wiU  easily  find  abundant  material  on  this  and 
all  cognate  points.  We  have  here  rather  to  consider  the 
nature  of  his  achievements.  The  first  thing  which  must 
strike  every  one  is  their  encyclopajdic  extent,  unrivalled  in 
the  history  of  literature.  In  all  branches  of  science  then 
cultivated  he  was  proficient.  He  wrote  on  Politics,  giving 
the  outlines  of  two  hundred  and  fifty-five  constitutions ; even 
the  little  treatise  on  that  subject,  which  is  still  extant,  is 
thought  to  be  one  of  the  very  best  works  yet  ^vritten  ; and 
Dr.  Arnold,  who  knew  it  by  heart,  declared  that  he  found  it 
of  daily  service  in  its  application  to  our  own  time.  His 
Ethics,  Rhetoric,  and  Logic  are  still  by  many  held  to  be 
authoritative  and  unsurpassed.  His  Metaphysics  would  of 
itself  suffice  to  found  a great  renown.  His  fragment  on 
Poetics  is  perhaps  the  most  valuable  of  all  ancient  critical 
writings.  And  as  if  these  were  not  titles  enough,  we  must 
now  add  the  several  scientific  works  which  form  the  special 
object  of  this  volume ; these  embrace  Physics,  Astronomy, 
Zoology,  Comparative  Anatomy,  and  Psychology.  With 
Sir  W.  Hamilton,  we  may  say:  ‘His  seal  is  upon  all  the 
sciences,  and  his  speculations  have  meiliately  or  immediately 
determuied  those  of  all  subsequent  thinkers.’  Hegel,  though 
of  a less  fervid  temperament,  expresses  himself  with  greater 
emphasis : ‘ He  penetrated  into  the  whole  universe  of  things, 
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and  subjected  its  scattered  wealth  to  intellij^onec ; and  to 
him  the  greater  number  of  the  philosophical  sciences  owe 
their  origin  and  distinction.’’*' 

Such  an  intellectual  phenomenon  must  always  excite 
astonishment.  Let  us  form  what  opinion  we  may  of  his 
philosophy,  we  eannot  withhold  our  admiration  of  the  vigour 
and  coniprehensiveness  of  his  mind.  Nor  is  this  his  only 
claim.  He  is  admirable  for  the  intense  lu-gency  of  his  mind 
in  seeking  gcientific  explanations  of  phenomena,  at  a period 
when  such  explanations  wer^  novelties ; and  for  the  domi- 
nant inductive  tendency  which  led  him  on  all  subjects  to 
collect  the  facts  before  reasoning  on  them.  The  contrast  he 
presents  to  Plato  in  this  respect  is  as  much  to  his  advan- 
tage as  the  contrast  in  respect  of  literary  power  is  to  his 
disad  vantage. t 

* Uboel:  VorUtningf^  uher  die  Gfsch.  dtr  Philos.^  1833,  II.  298. 

t The  coutrawt  i«  felicitously  presented  by  MArniCR  in  the  following  posstig#' : 
‘ The  student  passing  from  the  works  of  Plato  to  thost'  of  Aristotle  is  struck  first 
of  all  with  the  entire*  absence  of  that  dramatic  form  and  that  dramatic  feelitig  with 
which  he  has  become  familiar.  The  living  human  beings  with  whom  he  has 
conversed  have  passed  away.  Prodicus,  Pn)t4^;orus,  and  llippins  are  no  longer 
lounging  upon  their  couches  amidst  groups  of  admiring  pupils;  wc  hare  no  walks 
aloug  the  walls  of  the  city,  no  readings  beside  the  llissus,  no  lively  synifH>sia 
giving  occasion  to  high  discourses  about  love,  no  Critias,  recalling  the  stories  ho 
had  heard  in  the  days  of  his  youth,  before  bo  became  a tyrant,  of  ancient  and 
glorious  republics ; above  all,  no  t^rates  forming  a centre  to  those  rnrious 
groups.  Some  little  .‘Mjrrow  fur  the  loss  of  so  many  dear  and  beautiful  pictures 
will  be  felt,  perhaps,  by  every  one,  but  by  far  the  gnater  portion  of  readers  will 
believe  that  they  have  ample  compensation  in  the  precision  and  philosophical 
dignity  of  the  treatise  for  the  richneas  and  variety  of  the  dialogue.* — MtJtid  and 
Metaphysical  Philomphy^  1850,  I.  162. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

Aeistotle’s  Method. 

Ai.l  philosophy  is  either  an  objective  inquiry  into  the  re- 
lations of  Things,  or  a subjective  inquiry  into  the  relations 
of  Ideas.  We  begin  by  forming  conceptions  of  phenomena, 
and  then  we  proceed  to  inquire  how  those  conceptions  were 
reached;  in  the  second  inquiry  we  have  to  lay  bare  the 
genesis  of  our  knowledge,  and,  in  so  doing,  to  discriminate 
between  its  objective  and  subjective  elements ; between  what 
is  given  by  the  external  order,  and  what  is  brought  by  the 
mind.  This  sei>aration  has  been  attempted  with  more  or 
less  success  in  all  ages  of  philosophy ; but  it  was  only  in 
Kant  that  it  was  attempted  with  a clear  consciousness  of  its 
speculative  importance.  We  shall  in  the  course  of  our 
survey  have  many  opportunities  of  watching  the  attempt; 
and  we  must  fix  our  attention  on  Aristotle  as  the  first  who 
arranged  speculative  questions  in  such  a systematic  form 
as  stimulated  and  suggested  the  research.  He  not  only 
resumed  all  the  speculations  of  his  predecessors,  and  placed 
them  in  a clearer  light  by  his  redistribution  of  their  ques- 
tions,— he  not  only  condensed  the  vacillating  vapours  of 
philosophy  into  tangible  systems,  he  constructed  an  Orga- 
non whereby  all  research  might  be  carried  on. 

Plato  had  rightly  discerned  that  science  could  only  be  of 
Universals  (as  we  should  say,  general  propositions) : the  great 
question  which  presented  itself  following  this  was  : How  do 
we  arrive  at  these  general  projKJsitions  ? What  are  these 
Universals?  And  the  importance  of  this  question  is  seen 
when  we  reflect  that,  widely  as  modem  science  differs  from 
ancient  science,  both  agree  in  founding  their  principles  on 
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general  propositions,  the  difference  arisiifg  in  the  routes  hy 
which  these  propositions  have  been  sought,  and  the  gua- 
rantees they  offer.  In  modern  science  universals  are  the 
highest  generalities  of  accurate  quantitative  research.  Often 
transcending  the  limits  of  actual  experience,  they  are  always 
founded  on  experience,  and  are  strictly  conformable  with  all 
we  know,  or  tliink.  As  abstract  expressions  of  the  observed 
order  they  are  liable  at  any  moment  to  be  displaced  by  ex- 
pressions more  accurately  representing  that  order.  They 
are  recognized  as  purely  subjective.  In  ancient  science  they 
were  never  suspected  to  have  no  objective  reality.  They 
were  by  most  thinkers  believed  to  exist  quite  independently 
of  the  knowing  mind ; and  it  was  the  primary  aim  of  science 
to  find  them  as  existences ; when  found,  they  needed  no 
confrontation  with  reality,  thej'  were  self-disclosed  and  self- 
sustained. 

It  is  here  that  the  fundamental  difference  between  ancient 
and  modem  philosophy  begins,  and  it  is  only  another  form 
of  the  fundamental  difference  between  the  Subjective  and 
Objective  Methods.  In  Aristotle  we  are  called  upon  to 
salute  the  dawn  of  the  Objective  Method,  although  many 
centuries  had  to  elapse  before  that  dawn  could  widen  into 
day.  From  causes  which  I have  elsewhere  explained,* 
the  continued  employment  of  the  Subjective  Method  was 
inevitable ; nevertheless  Aristotle  may  be  truly  styled  the 
father  of  the  Inductive  Philosophy,  since  ho  first  announced 
its  leading  principles ; and  announced  them  with  a com- 
pleteness and  precision  not  surpassed  by  Bacon  himself. 
Tliere  is,  indeed,  a radical  defect  in  his  conception  of 
Method,  but  it  is  a defect  not  less  visible  in  the  Novum 
Orgnnum,  and  is  common  to  all  the  systematic  expositions 
of  Method  tluit  have  yet  been  published.  This  defect  is 
, the  absence  of  the  due  recognition  of  Verification.  All 
writers  implicitly  recognize  Verification  as  the  inseparable 
attendant  of  Observation,  Induction,  and  Deduction;  but 


* AriftotU:  A Chapter  from  the  History  of  Science^  pp.  46-100. 
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they  do  not  exjjlicitly,  and  emphatically,  assign  to  it  the 
primary  importance  it  should  have ; they  do  not  trace  in 
its  neglect  the  cause  of  every  failure.  Overlooking  this 
defect,  men  have  expressed  surprise  at  the  unquestionable 
fact  that  Aristotle  and  Bacon  failed  egregiously  in  scientific 
research,  in  spite  of  their  conception  of  scientific  Method  ; 
and  this  failure  has  sometimes  been  made  a groimd  for 
denying  the  value  claimed  for  Method.  But  the  seeming 
contradiction  disappears  on  close  examination.  The  failure 
is  then  traced  to  a radical  imperfection  in  the  Method. 
A discrepancy  is  disclosed  between  the  principles  which 
Aristotle  and  Bacon  implicitly  taught,  and  the  principles 
they  actually  employed. 

We  will  first  inquire  what  those  principles  were.  In  direct 
opposition  to  Plato,  who,  denying  the  validity  of  the  senses, 
made  intuitions  the  ground  of  all  true  knowledge,  Aristotle 
sought  his  basis  in  sensuous  perception.  Anticipating  Bacon, 
ho  affirmed  that  it  was  wiser  to  dissect  the  complex  phe- 
nomena of  sense  than  to  resolve  them  into  abstractions — 
‘ melius  est  naturam  secare  quam  abstrahere.’  * His  reliance 
was  on  Experience  and  Induction : the  one  furnishing  the 
particular  facts,  from  which  the  other  found  a pathway  to 
genenil  facts — or  laws.f  Without  sensation  thought  is  im- 
possible.J  Plato  held  that  the  deceptions  of  sense  justified 
scepticism  of  all  sense-knowledge  (aTrar^j  fua-rij  17  Bta  to>i> 
ofifuirtijv  Aristotle,  more  correctly,  taught  that  error 

did  not  arise  from  the  senses  being  false  media,  but  from  the 
wrong  interpretations  we  put  on  their  testimony.  Manifold 
deceptions  may  thence  arise ; but  each  sense  speaks  truly  so 
far  as  it  speiiks  at  all.§  It  is  from  sense  we  gain  the  know- 
ledge of  particulars.  It  is  from  Induction  we  gain  the 
knowledge  of  universals.  Agreeing  with  Plato  that  Science 

* Hacok:  Nov.  Org.^  41. 

t itrayiirf^  i}  t<5k  KoB^Keurra  rh  Ka$6\ov  t<l>oios.  Topic,  I.  10.  Sco 
also  Anal.  Post.,  I.  31  ; Animal.,  I.  C. 

\ oWi  pou  6 vovi  tA  /icr’  ala$l}<T<tPS  6rra.  Ik  SensH,  VI.  445  ; Ik 

Anima,  III.  8,  432. 

§ l)c  Animay  III.  3 ; MdapK.,  IV.  6 ; and  t-lypwhcro. 
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is  only  concerned  witli  universals,  he  affirmed  that  these 
conld  only  be  reached  through  experience. 

This  is  the  corner-stone  of  the  experience-philosophy  or 
‘ Empiricism,’  so  often  urged  as  a reproach  against  Aristotle.* 
Hegel  boldly  denies  the  charge.  Science  regards  the  aecu- 
sation  as  an  eulogy.  Unhappily,  even  by  Aristotle,  experience 
was  too  frequently  neglected  and  too  carelessly  interrogated. 
The  vigilance  of  scientific  scepticism  was  wanting.  Yet  at 
times  he  seems  thoroughly  impressed  with  the  necessity  of 
securing  his  basis  before  attempting  to  build.  ‘ Let  us  first 
understand  the  facts,  and  then  we  may  seek  for  their  causes.”  t 
There  are  many  passages  in  which  he  distinctly  disapproves 
of  the  fatal  tendency  to  eke  out  deficiencies  of  observation  by 
mere  guesses,  and  to  rely  on  those  guesses  as  on  observations. 
Of  such  passages  four  may  here  be  given  : — 

I.  Speaking  of  the  parthenogenesis  of  bees,  he  says, 
‘ There  are  not  facts  enough  to  warrant  a conclusion,  and 
more  dependence  must  be  placed  on  facts  than  on  reason- 
ings, which  must  agree  with  facts.’  J 

II.  Speaking  of  Hybridity,  after  noticing  the  opinions  of 
his  predecessors,  and  even  suggesting  an  a priori  argiunent 
himself,  he  says,  ‘ But  such  a proof  is  far  too  abstract  and 
empty  (ko/os).  For  reasons  not  drawn  from  the  inherent 
principles  of  things  (Tali'  oucemv  dpx^r)  are  empty,  and  only 
seem  to  explain  them,  just  as  only  those  are  geometrical 
proofs  which  are  deducetl  from  geometrical  principles;  so 
also  in  all  other  sciences.  The  empty  argument  seems  potent, 
but  is  powerless.’  § 

III.  Speaking  of  those  who  held  a certain  astronomical 
view,  he  says,  they  did  so  because  their  thoughts  were  not 
directed  to  the  phenomena  and  the  discovery  of  the  causes, 
but  they  endeavoured  to  make  the  phenomena  correspond 
with  their  opinions. ||  And  still  more  strongly  in  this 


* Even  so  late  as  .ScHLEiBRMAcnEn,  who  urges  it  in  his  History  of  Philosophy, 
t l)f  Pari.,  I.  1,  639. 

I J)r  Gmer,  Animal.,  Til.  16,  "60.  § Pad.,  II.  8,  748. 

II  Dt  Cttio,  II.  13,  293.  Compare  also  i/nd.,  p.  291. 
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passage : ‘ These  philosophers,  ti-eating  of  phenomena,  say 
things  which  by  no  means  correspond  with  the  phenomena, 
the  cause  of  this  being  that  they  have  not  rightly  conceived 
first  principles,  but  reduce  ever^dhing  to  certain  prescribed 
notions  {Trpot  Twas  ho^as  wpurfUvas),  and  they  persist  in  these 
in  spite  of  all  contradiction,  as  if  they  were  in  possession  of 
true  principles,  as  if  these  ought  not  rather  to  be  educed 
from  the  phenomena.’  * 

IV.  ‘The  reason  why  men  do  not  sufficiently  attend  to 
the  facts  is  their  want  of  experience.  Hence  those  accus- 
tomed to  physical  inquiries  are  more  competent  to  lay  down 
the  principles  which  have  an  extensive  application ; whereas 
others  who  have  been  accustomed  to  many  assmnptions  with- 
out the  confrontation  of  reality',  easily  lay  down  principles, 
because  they  take  few  things  into  consideration.  It  is  easy 
to  distinguish  those  who  argue  from  facts  and  those  who 
argue  from  notions.’  t 

Instead  of  distrusting  knowledge  derived  tlirough  the 
senses,  and  placing  unhesitating  reliance  on  knowledge  de- 
rived from  intuitions,  he  declared  that  idciis  are  nothuig  but 
the  products  of  reason.  Reason  separates,  by  abstraction, 
the  particular  objects  from  their  general  relations,  i.e.  those 
relations  which  these  objects  have  in  common.  Anticipating 
modem  Psychology,  he  taught,  confiisedly  indeed,  and  not 
always  consistently,  that  intelligence  is  a late  development ; 
that  the  understanding  is  built  up  from  sensuous  materials ; 
each  particular  sensation  gives  rise  to  a sensuous  taste,  and 
the  permanence  of  this  state  is  Memorj' ; from  Memory  arise, 
first,  disimcliom-,  and  finally,  after  many  repetitions,  experi- 
ence ; from  experience  a pathway  leads  to  Science,  that  path- 
way being  Induction.  Plato  taught  that  all  knowledge  was 
reminiscence — a revival  of  pre-existent  Ideas.  From  any  one 
Idea  we  can  arrive  at  all  others,  owing  to  the  logical  connec- 
tion existing  between  them.  In  direct  contnuliction  to  this, 
Aristotle  maintained  that  complete  knowledge  could  only 

• l)r  Cato,  III.  8,  306. 

t JJr  Gtn.  et  Corr.,  I,  2,  .IlG.  Compare  also  De  Parithu/t,  IV.  ri,  679. 
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arise  out  of  complete  experience ; and  he  significantly  points 
out  the  danger  of  the  Platonic  Method,  ■which  neglects  facts, 
and  rashly  concludes  a general  proposition  from  a few  par- 
ticulars.* 

In  indicating  the  way  we  are  to  arrive  at  general  truths, 
he  expresses  himself  with  a precision  unsurpassed  by  modems. 
‘ We  must  not,’  he  says,  ‘ accept  a general  principle  from 
logic  only,  but  must  prove  its  application  to  each  fact,  for  it 
is  in  facts  that  we  must  seek  general  principles,  and  these 
must  always  accord  with  the  facts. ’f  Nor,  while  thus  insist- 
ing on  Observation,  was  he  wholly  without  a perception  of 
the  value  of  that  aid  to  inquirj’,  which  is  usually  supposed  to 
be  a modem  invention,  I mean  Experiment.  He  did  not, 
indeed,  see  its  importance  as  modems  have  seen  it ; for,  not 
rightly  apprehending  the  necessity  of  Verification,  he  failed 
to  apprehend  the  true  purpose  of  Experiment,  which  is  simply 
a means  of  verifying  the  accuracy  of  data,  and  conclusions 
hypothetical  or  theoretical.  But  he  refers  to  it,  and  even  to 
vivisection,  often  enough  to  mislead  a modem  worshipper 
into  the  belief  that  this  great  instrument  of  scientific  re- 
search was  distinctly  recognized  by  him.  Here  are  a few  of 
the  passages  I have  noticed.  J 

He  refers  to  the  experiment  of  tying  or  removing  the  right 
testis  of  the  male,  previous  to  congress,  in  disproof  of  the 
hypothesis  that  the  sexes  are  derived  from  the  right  and  left 
testes. § He  refers  to  the  experiment  of  removing  the  eyes 
from  young  birds,  to  show  that  these  organs  are  capable  of 
being  reproduced,  a capability  not  observed  in  adult  birds.  || 
Although  he  places  the  seat  of  motive  power  in  the  heart, 
yet  he  refers  to  the  experiment  of  removing  the  heart  from 
tortoises,  after  which  they  still  continue  for  some  time  to 

• De  Gm.  et  Corr.,  I.  2. 

t Dt  Animal,  Motione,  I.  698.  AtT  Si  rovro  /iti  fiSyor  ry  na0^Aov  AajBiiy, 
iwS  Kal  M run  KoSiitaara  iral  r£v  edaBytruy^  Si  Swtp  koI  roi$  hoBSAov  (ifroufiyy 
ASyovs,  Kai  iy  i^pfiSrrtty  oUfuOa  Siiy  airroit, 

J M.  BARTHKuijnr  bus  pointed  cut  neveral  others  in  the  introduc- 

tion to  his  work  La  MHeoroiogif  cT Aristvtf^  Paris,  1863. 

jj  Zte  Gtner.  Animal.,  IV.  1. 

II  lUd..  IV.  6. 

VOL.  I.  U 
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move  ;■*  aucl  to  prove  that  the  nutritive  soul  is  contained  in 
the  centre,  he  refers  to  the  insects  whose  heads  and  limbs 
may  be  removed  without  destroying  their  vitality.  The  fact 
is  incorrectly  stated.  The  separated  head  will  live  almost  as 
long  as  the  body ; and  I have  often  found  the  hinder  part  of 
a triton  live  and  move  for  hours  after  its  separation  from  the 
body.f 

Aristotle’s  opposition  to  the  Ideal  Theory  was  one  of 
^Method  no  less  than  of  conclusion ; and,  in  contrast  with 
Plato,  he  seems  like  a positive  thinker  of  the  modem  school. 
He  does  not  deny  to  Ideas  a subjective  existence  ; hut  he  is 
completely  c>pi)osed  to  their  objective  existence,  which  he  re- 
gards as  an  empty  and  poetical  metaphor.  He  says,  that  on 
the  supposition  of  Ideas  being  Existences  and  Models,  there 
wmdd  be  several  Models  for  the  same  Thing  ; since  the  same 
thing  may  be  classed  under  several  heads.  Thus,  Socrates 
may  bo  classed  under  the  Ideas  of  Socrates,  of  Man,  of 
Animal,  and  of  Biped  ; or  Philosopher,  General,  and  States- 
man. The  ‘ stout  Stagirite  ’ not  only  perceived  the  logical 
eiTor  of  the  Ideal  theory,  but  also  saw  how  the  error  ori- 
ginated. He  profoundly  remarked,  that  Ideas  are  nothing 
but  productions  of  the  Reason,  separating,  by  a logical  ab- 
straction, the  particular  objects  from  those  relations,  which 
are  common  to  them  all.  He  saw  that  Plato  had  mistaken 
a subjective  distinction  for  an  objective  one ; had  mistaken  a 
relation,  which  the  understanding  perceived  between  two  ob- 
jects, for  the  evidence  of  a separate  existence.  The  partisans 
of  the  theory  of  Ideas,  Aristotle  likens  to  those  who,  having 
to  enumerate  the  exact  number  of  things,  commence  by  in- 
creasing the  number,  as  a way  of  simplifying  the  calculation. 
In  this  caustic  illustration  we  may  see  the  nature  of  his 
objection  to  the  Platonic  doctrine.  tVliat,  indeed,  was  the 
Ideal  theory',  but  a multiplication  of  the-  number  of  Exist- 


• I)e  Ilesp.,  XVII.  479. 

t Stilling  narr»t<s  that  a frog  hopprd  about,  and  dofondi  d itself,  for  an 
hour  after  removal  of  its  heart,  and  the  wlw/e  of  its  viscera.  U»lcrsm  /iui,ffni  iiifr 
if  Functiorun  do  Riickenmarfo,  1842,  p.  38. 
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onces  ? Men  Lad  before  imagined  that  things  were  great, 
and  heavy,  and  black  or  brown.  Plato  separated  the  qualities 
of  greatness,  weight,  and  colour,  and  made  these  qualities 
new  existences. 

Having  disproved  the  notion  of  Ideas  being  Existences, — 
in  other  words,  of  General  Terms  being  anything  more  than 
the  expressions  of  the  Relations  of  individual  things, — 
Aristotle  was  driven  to  maintain  that  the  Individual  Things 
alone  existed.  But,  if  only  individuals  exist,  only  by  sensation 
can  they  be  known  ; and,  if  we  know  them  by  sensation,  how 
is  the  Universal,  to  koOoXov,  ever  laiown — how  do  we  get  ab- 
stract ideas  ? Tliis  question  was  the  more  pertinent  because 
science  could  only  be  a science  of  the  Universal,  or,  as  wo 
modems  say,  a science  of  general  truths  ; now  inasmuch 
as  Aristotle  agreed  with  Plato  in  maintaining  that  sense 
cannot  furnish  us  with  science,*  which  is  always  founded 
on  general  truths  (Uuiversals),  it  was  needful  for  him  to 
show  how  we  could  gain  scientific  knowledge. 

Plato’s  solution  of  the  problem  has  already  been  exhibited  ; 
it  was  the  ingenious  doctrine  of  the  soul’s  reviinwc.ence  of  a 
former  apprehension  of  truth,  awakened  by  those  traces  of 
Ideas  which  sensation  discovered  in  Things.  This  solution 
did  not  satisfy  Aristotle.  He,  too,  was  aware  that  reminis- 
cence was  hidispensable ; but  by  it  he  meant  reminiscence  of 
previous  experience,  not  of  an  anterior  state  of  existence  in 
the  world  of  Ideas.  By  sensation  we  perceive  particular 
things  ; by  induciion  we  perceive  the  general  in  the  particular. 
Sensation  is  the  basis  of  all  knowledge : but  we  have  another 
faculty  besides  that  of  sensation  ; we  have  Memory.  Having 
perceived  many  things,  we  remember  our  sensations,  and  by 
that  remembrance  we  are  enabled  to  discern  wherein  things 
resemble  and  wherein  they  differ ; and  this  Memory  then  be- 
comes an  art  whereby  a general  conception  is  formed : this 
art  is  Induction.  The  natural  method  of  investigation,  he 
says,  is  to  collect  all  the  facts  or  particulars,  and  afterwards 
deduce  from  these  the  general  causes  of  all  things  and  their 

• Anu/yt.  Post.,  i.  31. 
u 2 
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actions.*  This  is  accomplished  bj’  Induction,  the  pathway  from 
particulars  to  generals.  Man  alone  has  this  art.  The  dis- 
tinction between  bnites  and  men  is,  that  the  former,  although 
they  have  Memory,  have  no  Experience ; that  is  to  saj',  have 
not  the  art  which  converts  Memory  into  Experience — the  art 
of  Induction.  Man  is  the  reasoning  animal. 

That  Aristotle  meant  Induction  by  the  art  of  which  he 
speaks  as  furnished  by  experience,  may  be  proved  by  one 
luminous  passage  of  the  Metaphygicg.  ‘ Art  commences  when, 
from  a groat  number  of  Experiences,  one  general  conception 
is  formed  which  will  embrace  all  similar  cases.’ f And,  lest 
there  should  be  any  misunderstanding  of  his  definition,  he 
]>roceeds  to  illustrate  it.  ‘ Thus : if  you  know  that  a certain 
remedy  has  cured  Callias  of  a certain  disease,  and  that  the 
same  remedy  has  produced  the  same  effect  on  Socrates,  and 
on  several  other  persons,  that  is  Experience ; but  to  know 
that  a certain  remedy  will  cure  aU  persons  attacked  with 
that  disease  is  Art:  for  Experience  is  the  knowledge  of  in- 
dividual things  (tws  KaOixcurra)  ; Art  is  that  of  Universals 
{tcov  xaffoXov).’ 

Hear  him  again : ‘ Experience  furnishes  the  principles  of 
every  science.  Thus  Astronomy  is  groimded  on  observation  ; 
for,  if  we  were  properly  to  observe  the  celestial  phenomena, 
we  might  demonstrate  the  laws  which  regulate  them.  The 
same  applies  to  other  sciences.  1/ we  omit  nothing  that  ob- 
servation can  afford  %is  respecting  phonometia.,  we  could  easily 
furnish  the  demonstration  of  aU  that  admits  of  being  de- 
monstrated, and  illustrate  that  which  is  not  susceptible  of 
demonstration.’  t And,  in  another  place,  when  abandoned 
in  his  investigation  by  phenomena,  he  will  not  hazard  an 
assertion.  ‘ We  must  wait,’  he  says,  ‘ for  further  phenomena, 
since  phenomena  are  more  to  be  trusted  than  the  conclusion 
of  reason.’ 

Looked  at  in  a general  way,  the  Aristotelian  Method  seems 

* Analyi.  Post.,  j.  31.;  comp.  alM  Hist.  Animal.,  i.  6. 

t ri$>ST€u  iray  woWwy  dfiwsiplas  KaBdKov  fi(a 

y4tnrtTOi  vtpl  dfiotaiv  J/f/.,  i.  1. 

t AHatyt.  Prior.j  i.  30. 
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to  be  the  Method  of  positive  Science;  but  on  closer  medi- 
tation we  shall  detect  their  germinal  difference  to  be  the 
omission  in  Aristotle  of  the  principle  of  rigorous  Verification 
of  each  inductive  step.  The  value  of  the  truth  expressed  by 
a Syllogism  does  not  consist  solely  in  its  accurate  distribution, 
but  also  in  the  accuracy  of  its  major  premiss  ; we  may  form 
unexceptionable  Syllogisms  which  shall  be  absurdly  erro- 
neous, as  when  we  say.  All  black  birds  are  crows ; This  bird 
is  black : ergo,  This  bird  is  a crow.  In  the  physical  and 
metaphysical  speculations  of  the  ancients,  we  are  constantly 
meeting  with  syllogisms  as  perfect  as  this — and  as  absurd  ; 
because  the  ancients  generally  threw  their  ingenuity  into 
logical  deduction,  and  scarcely  ever  into  preliminary  verifi- 
cation. When  Aristotle  therefore  lays  down  as  a canon  the 
necessity  of  ascertaining  generals  from  an  examination  of 
particulars,  his  canon,  admirable  indeed,  needs  to  be  ac- 
companied by  a distinct  recognition  of  the  equal  necessity 
of  Verification.  Contrasted  with  the  Platonic  Method,  Aris- 
totle’s is  seen  to  great  advantage.  Plato,  believing  that  the 
stimulus  awakened  by  a single  idea  would  enable  a man  to 
arrive  at  the  knowledge  of  all  ideas,  in  consequence  of  the 
necessary  connection  supposed  to  exist  between  them,  could 
very  well  dispense  with  Induction.  But  Aristotle  main- 
tained that  the  completeness  of  knowledge  is  only  obtainable 
through  completeness  of  experience  ; every  single  idea  is 
awakened  in  us  by  a separate  sensation,  and  only  on  a com- 
parison of  like  and  unlike  in  phenomena  are  differences 
perceived.  Tie  complains  of  Plato,  very  justly,  for  neglect- 
ing details  in  haste  to  judge  of  universals. 

Aristotle  had  therefore  a novel  and  profomid  conception  of 
scientific  Method ; biat  because  he  did  not — and  indeed  in 
that  age  wuld  not — confine  himself  to  Experience  and  tlie 
generalizations  of  Experience,  he  could  not  effectually  carry 
out  his  own  scheme.  His  conception  was  just;  but  the 
application  of  such  a Method  coxdd  have  led  him  only  a 
short  way,  because  there  was  not  sufficient  Experience  then 
accumulated,  from  which  to  generalize  with  any  effect. 
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Hence  his  speculations  are  not  always  carried  on  upon  the 
Mitliod  which  he  himself  laid  down.  Impatient  at  the  in  - 
sufficiency  of  facts,  he  jumps  to  a conclusion.  Eager,  as  al  1 
men  are,  to  solve  the  problems  which  present  themselves,  h e 
solved  them  a priori.  He  applied  his  Syllogism  before  he 
had  verified  the  exactitude  of  his  premisses. 

The  distinction  between  Aristotle  ami  Plato  is,  that  while 
both  admitted  that  science  could  only  bo  formed  from  Uni- 
versals,  rd  KaOoKov,  Aristotle  contended  that  such  Universals 
had  purely  a subjective  existence,  t.e.  that  they  were  nothing 
more  than  the  iiiiiictioiis  derived  from  particular  facts.  He, 
therefore,  made  Experience  the  basis  of  all  Science,  and 
Reason  the  Architect.  Plato  made  Reason  the  basis.  The 
tendency  of  the  one  was  to  direct  man  to  the  observation 
and  interrogation  of  Nature  ; that  of  the  other  was  to  direct 
man  to  the  contemplation  of  Ideas. 

Observe,  I say  it  w.is  the  tendency  of  the  Aristotelian 
Method  to  direct  man  to  the  observation  and  interrogation 
of  Nature ; and  this  tendency  we  see  illustrated  in  all  the 
writings  of  the  peripatetic  school.  But  the  tendency  was  in 
a great  degree  countenicted  by  the  trammels  of  the  Sub- 
jective Method,  to  which  men  still  clung,  and  by  a want  of 
due  appreciation  of  the  indispensable  necessity  of  Verifi- 
cation, whereby  alone  the  Subjective  Method  could  be  dis- 
placed. We  discern  in  Aristotle’s  conceptions  of  what 
constituted  proof  the  germs  of  his  logical  failure. 

Science  is  the  co-ordination  of  facts,  the  reduction  of  par- 
ticular facts  to  general  facts.  As  this  can  only  take  place 
through  an  induction  of  universals  from  particulars,  proof 
must  first  lie  in  the  correctness  of  the  induction ; and  when 
these  ixniversals  have  been  attained,  and  a deduction  is  made 
from  them  to  some  new  particulars,  proof  lies  in  the  correct- 
ness of  this  deduction.  There  is,  however,  an  initial  dif- 
ficulty : all  knowledge  rests  upon  antecedent  knowledge. 
We  see  this  in  induction  and  in  demonstration ; the  one 
arriving  at  a conclusion  from  particulars  already  known ; the 
other  starting  from  a conclusion  already  known,  Plato 
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evades  this  difficulty  by  referring  all'  knowledge  to  romiiiis- 
cenco.  This  explanation  Aristotle  rejects,  lie  affirms  that 
demonstration  rests  upon  Uni  versals  which  are  in  Ikeirnaiurc 
better  kno^vu'*'  (or,  lot  us  say,  more  certainly  apprehended) ; 
whereas  Induction  rests  on  particulars,  which  are  better 
known  to  The  basis  of  Science  is  therefore  an  Inductive 
Syllogism. 

It  is  necessary  to  appreciate  clearly  this  distinction  be- 
tween knowledge  of  universals  and  knowledge  of  particulars. 
He  affirms  that,  although  sensation  is  the  origin  of  all 
knowledge,  the  first  ideas  awakened  in  the  soul  consist  of 
general  ideas.  Thus  a man  seeing  a body  at  a distance  has 
at  first  only  the  general  idea  of  substance ; on  approaching 
nearer,  and  observing  that  it  moves  spontaneously,  he  has 
the  less  general  idea  of  an  animal.  On  approaching  still 
nearer,  ho  recognizes  the  kind  of  animal,  by  recognizing 
many  of  the  jjarticulars  which  distinguish  it  as  kind ; and 
he  thus  gains  a particular  idea,  in  lieu  of  his  first  geneml 
idea.  In  this  way  the  mind  advances  from  the  universal  to 
the  particular.  Tlie  infant  at  first  calls  every  man  papa,  and 
every  woman  mamma ; afterwards  it  learns  to  discriminate 
individuals. 

The  fallacy  here  is  patent.  It  confounds  an  indefinite 
with  a generalized  conception.  It  is  a fallacy  which  leavens 
anci(mt  speculation. 

Since  proof  rests  on  universals,  perception,  which  is  con- 
cerned only  with  particulars,  can  give  no  science.  Nay,  if 
■»ve  could  perceive  that  a triangle  has  the  sum  of  its  angles 
equal  to  two  right  angles,  we  shoidd  still  be  forced  to  seek 
for  a proof  of  it  (e^ijTovfUP  av  airoBei^ii  ),  otherwise  we  should 
have  no  knowledge  of  it. 

♦ This  very  important  distinction  in  hi.s  pliHosophy  completely  misiindcr- 
stoofl  by  the  schoolmen,  who,  as  Mr.  Ellis  pointed  out,  were  mislfHl  by  the 
ambiguity  of  the  Greek  dative,  and  for  nothis  nafur^,  which  would  have  been 
the  proper  rendering  of  rp  substituted  notius  naturtf,  as  if 

Aristotle  contrasted  Nature’s  knowletlge  with  our  own.  B.\cos  f«‘ll  into  this 
error : IForkjt  by  Kli.is  and  SpEnniNo,  1857,  1.,  137,  The  same  mistake  is  made 
by  lioGKR  B.\con  : Opus  Majus,  Venet.  1750,  p.  40. 
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If  the  question  be  asked  why  we  must  seek  this  proof  of 
what  has  already  been  perceived,  Aristotle  answers : ‘ Be- 
cause only  particulars  can  be  perceived,  and  science  is  of 
univcrsals.’  In  another  work  (for  hitherto  I have  been 
drawing  from  the  Analyticn),  he  judiciously  remarks  that  it 
is  absurd  to  seek  for  a proof  of  that  which  is  clearly  kno'wn, 
and  for  which  all  the  conditions  of  a correct  perception  are 
present.'**'  But  even  the  universal  must  be  obtained  through 
induction  from  perceptions.  He  says  that  if  we  were  in  the 
moon,  and  the  earth,  coming  between  us  and  the  sun,  de- 
prived us  of  light,  we  should  have  no  knowledge  of  the  cause 
of  darkness ; we  should  see  that  the  moon  was  dark,  but  not 
why  it  was  dark.  It  is  true  that,  from  frequent  observation, 
we  might  find  out  the  cause  by  detecting  the  universal ; 
since  out  of  numerous  particulars  the  universal  becomes  evident 
(ix  y'lp  7u>v  xadsKaaTa  TrXftoViuv  to  xaBoKov  Sfj\ov).  But,  he 
adds,  the  universal  has  the  preference,  because  it  makes 
evident  the  cause.  We  do  not  understand  a phenomenon 
until  we  can  demonstrate  its  cause  by  a syllogism,  showing 
that  it  necessarily  follows  from  some  general  principle. 
Hence  syllogism  is  the  true  scientific  instrument ; and  as 
the  syllogism  proceeds  from  the  general  to  the  particular,  it 
must  be  better  known  in  its  nature  than  the  particulars  it 
has  to  prove. 

* Ph^s..  VIII.  3.  Compare  IV,  4. 
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CHAPTER  m. 

Aristotle’s  Logic. 

That  Aristotle  was  the  first  who  instituted  a separate 
Science  named  Logic,  is  a popular  error.  He  has  indeed  the 
merit  of  having  fully  and  systematically  developed  the  various 
logical  doctrines  in  a way  unknown  to  his  predecessors,  and 
but  little  improved  by  successors  for  many  generations  ; but 
he  neither  named  these  doctrines  Logic,  nor  did  ho  conceive 
them  as  parts  of  a separate  science.  That  which  since  his 
day  has  been  called  the  Organon  is  but  a collection  of  inde- 
pendent essays  on  logical  questions ; and  so  far  from  its 
having  any  such  purpose  as  the  one  commonly  attributed 
to  it,  namely,  the  exposition  of  the  Laws  of  Thought  as 
Thought,  the  separation  of  Formal  from  Objective  Logic, 
the  imbiassed  student  will  quickly  discover  that  it  has  no 
systematic  purpose,  and  the  historian  of  philosophy  knows 
that  such  a separation  into  Formal  and  Objective  had  not 
then  been  thought  of. 

It  is  unnecessary  here  to  state  in  detail  the  contents  of 
the  separate  treatises,  which  have  been  the  text-book  of 
logicians  for  centuries,  and  which  therefore  have  supplied  a 
want  and  exercised  a fascination  such  as  few  works  can 
rival.  I shall  content  myself  with  a brief  indication  of  their 
main  results. 

Logic  is  the  science  of  Affirmation ; Affirmation  is  the 
active  operation  of  the  Mind  on  that  which  sensation  has 
presented  to  it ; in  other  words.  Affirmation  is  Thought. 
Affirmations  may  be  true  or  false  : there  can  be  no  falsehood 
in  Sensation.  If  you  have  a sensation  of  an  object,  it  must 
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be  a true  sensation ; but  you  may  affirm  sometliiug  false  of 
it.  Every  sinj^le  thought  is  true ; but,  when  you  connect 
two  thoughts  together,  that  is,  wlien  you  affirm  soinetliing 
of  another  thing,  you  may  affirm  that  which  is  false.  Every- 
thing therefore  that  you  think  about  may  be  reduced  to  a 
Proposition ; in  fact,  thoughts  are  a series  of  Propositions. 
To  understand  the  whole  nature  of  Projjositions — to  under- 
stand the  whole  Art  of  Thinking — is  the  province  of  Logic. 

By  a very  natural  confusion,  Aristotle,  tlms  convinced  of 
the  importance  of  language,  was  led  to  maintain  that  truth 
or  fiilsehood  did  not  depend  upon  things,  but  upon  words, 
or  rather  upon  combinations  of  words — upon  Propositions. 
Logic  therefore  to  him,  as  to  Plato,  though  in  a different 
way,  became  the  real  Organon  of  Science.  But,  as  John 
Mill  remarks,  ‘ the  distinction  between  real  and  nominal 
definitions,  betNvcen  definitions  of  words  and  what  are  called 
definitions  of  things,  though  conformable  to  the  ideas  of 
most  Aristotelian  logicians,  cannot,  as  it  appears  to  us,  be 
mamtained.  We  apprehend  that  no  definition  is  ever  in- 
tended to  explain  and  unfold  the  natme  of  the  tlung.  It  is 
some  confirmation  of  our  opinion  that  none  of  those  writers 
who  have  thought  that  there  were  definitions  of  things  have 
ever  succeeded  in  discovering  any  criterion  by  which  the 
definition  of  a thing  can  be  distinguished  from  any  •other 
proposition  relating  to  that  thing.  The  definition  they  say 
unfolds  the  nature  of  the  thing : but  no  definition  can  unfold 
its  whole  nature ; and  every'  proposition  in  which  any  quality 
whatever  is  predicated  of  the  thing  unfolds  some  part  of  its 
nature.  The  true  state  of  the  case  we  take  to  be  this : All 
definitions  are  of  names  and  of  names  only ; but,  in  some 
definitions,  it  is  clearly  apparent  that  nothing  is  intended 
except  to  explain  the  meaning  of  the  word  ; while,  in  others, 
besides  explaining  the  meaning  of  the  word,  it  is  intended 
to  be  implied  that  there  exists  a thing  corresponding  to  the 
word.  Whether  this  be  or  be  not  implied  in  any  given  cruse, 
cannot  be  collected  from  the  mere  form  of  expression.  ‘ A 
centaur  is  an  animal  with  the  upper  parts  of  a man  and  the 
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lower  parta  of  a horse,’  and  ‘ a triangle  is  a rectilineal  figure 
with  three  sides,’  are,  in  form,  expressions  precisely  similar ; 
although,  in  the  former,  it  is  not  implied  that  any  thing 
conformable  to  the  term  really  exists,  while  in  the  latter  it 
is  ; as  may  be  seen  by  substituting,  in  both  definitions,  the 
word  means  for  is.  In  the  first  expression,  ‘ a centaur  means 
an  animal,’  &c.,  the  sense  woiild  remain  unchanged : in  the 
second,  ‘ a triangle  means,’  &c.,  the  meaning  would  be 
altered,  since  it  would  be  obviously  impossible  to  deduce 
any  of  the  truths  of  geometry  from  a proposition  expressive 
only  of  the  manner  in  which  we  intend  to  employ  a par- 
ticular sign. 

‘ Tliere  are,  therefore,  expressions  commonly  passing  for 
definitions  which  include  in  themselves  more  than  the  mere 
explanation  of  the  meaning  of  a term.  But  it  is  not  correct 
to  call  an  expression  of  this  sort  a peculiar  kind  of  definition. 
Its  difference  from  the  other  kind  consists  in  this,  that  it  is 
not  a definition,  but  a definition  and  something  more.  The 
definition  given  above  of  a triangle,  obviously  comprises  not 
one,  but  two  propositions,  perfectly  distinguishable.  The 
one  is,  “ There  may  exist  a figure  bounded  by  three  straight 
lines the  other,  “ and  this  figure  may  be  termed  a triangle.” 
The  former  of  these  propositions  is  not  a definition  at  aU ; 
the  latter  is  a mere  nominal  definition  or  explanation  of  the 
use  and  application  of  a term.  The  first  is  susceptible  of 
truth  or  falsehood,  and  may  therefore  be  made  the  foundation 
of  a train  of  reasoning.  Tlie  latter  can  be  neither  true  nor 
false ; the  only  character  it  is  susceptible  of  is  that  of  con- 
formity or  disconformity  to  the  ordinary  usage  of  language. 

‘ There  is  a real  distinction,  then,  between  definitions  of 
names  and  what  are  erroneously  called  definitions  of  things  ; 
but  it  is  that  the  latter,  along  with  the  meaning  of  a name, 
covertly  asserts  a matter  of  fact.  This  covert  assertion  is 
not  a definition,  but  a postulate.  The  definition  is  a mere 
identical  proposition,  which  gives  information  only  about  the 
use  of  language,  and  from  which  no  conclusions  respecting 
matters  of  fact  can  possibly  be  drawn.  The  accompanying 
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postulate,  on  the  other  hand,  affirms  a faet  which  may  lead 
to  consequences  of  every  degree  of  importance.  It  affirms 
the  real  existence  of  things  possessing  the  combination  of 
attributes  set  forth  in  the  definition ; and  this,  if  true, 
may  be  foundation  sufficient  to  build  a whole  fabric  of 
scientific  truth.’* 

This  distinction  was  not  seen  by  Aristotle,  and  his  whole 
philosophy  was  vitiated  by  the  oversight.  He  regarded 
Definition  not  only  as  the  Instrument  of  Thought,  but  as 
the  Instrument  of  Investigation. 

Philosophy  having  to  classify  Knowledge  first  attempts  to 
classify  existences,  or  the  widest  general  relations  under  which 
existences  can  be  known.  These  are  the  Categories.  The 
history  of  the  doctrine  of  Categories  has  been  exhaustively 
treated  by  Trendelenburg,t  and  to  his  work  the  student  is 
referred.  The  arrangement  of  Aristotle  is  as  follows : — 


Ov<r(a  . 

Tl6(Jov . 

Quantity. 

riotot'  . 

tI  . 

s 

noS  . . 

K«tir9ai 

'Exas  ■ . 

These  Categories,  or,  as  the  Latin  writers  say.  Predica- 
ments, were  intended  to  be  an  enumeration  of  those  classes 
or  genera,  under  some  of  which  eveiything  was  to  be  reduced. 
They  were  held  to  be  the  most  universal  expressions  for  the 
various  relations  of  things;  they  could  not  further  be  anal^’zed, 
but  remained  the  fimdamental  definitions  of  things.  It  is, 
however,  as  has  been  remarked, J a mere  catalogue  of  the 
distinctions  rudely  marked  out  by  the  language  of  familiar 
life,  with  little  or  no  attempt  to  penetrate,  by  philosophic 
analysis,  to  the  rationale  even  of  those  common  distinctions. 

• Mii.i. : Sytirm  of  Ixiffic,  i.  195-7. 

t Tuendkj.bxbi  ko  : Grtchichtr  drr  Kalrgorietilrhrr,  1810;  eonip.  Hahilto!!  : 
hecturts  on  lAyie,  i. ; BrHi.E  : Grurh,  der  neurrm  Philos.,  i,  282-7. 

J .Mii.i.:  St/shm  of  Lugie,\.  HU. 
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Such  an  analysis,  however  superficially  conducted,  would 
have  shown  the  enumeration  to  be  both  redundant  and 
defective.  Some  objects  are  omitted,  and  others  repeated 
several  times  under  different  heads.  It  is  like  a division  of 
animals  into  men,  quadrupeds,  horses,  asses,  and  ponies. 

The  remark  is  just,  and  would  have  been  admitted  as  just 
by  Aristotle  himself,  since  he  does  not  pretend  the  classifi- 
cation is  complete,  but  confesses  that  the  same  object  may, 
under  different  categories,  be  at  once  a quality  and  a relation. 
But  Aristotle  does  not  usually  ascribe  much  importance  to 
this  enumeration  of  the  most  general  notions ; so  that  we 
may  regard  it  as  nothing  more  than  an  attempt  to  exhibit  in 
a clear  light  the  signification  of  words  taken  absolutely,  in 
order  to  show  how  truth  and  falsehood  consist  in  the  right  or 
wrong  combination  of  these  elements.* 

However  imperfect  this  attempt  at  classification  may  be,  it 
was  held  to  be  a satisfactory  attempt  for  many  centuries ; nor 
was  any  one  bold  enough  to  venture  on  another  until  Kant, 
who,  as  we  shall  see,  had  quite  a different  object.  We  have 
not  here  to  criticize  it,  but  to  exhibit  its  historical  position. 
The  idea  of  examining  the  forme  of  thought  could  scarcely 
have  originated  earlier.  Previous  speculators  had  occupied 
themselves  with  inquiries  into  the  origin  and  nature  of 
knowledge : Aristotle  saw  that  it  was  time  to  inquire  into 
the  necessary  forms  of  thought.  To  do  this,  to  analyze  the 
various  processes  of  the  mind  in  all  its  details,  is  the  object 
of  the  treatises  united  together  in  his  Logic. 

Some  had  declared  sense-knowledge  to  be  deceitful ; others 
had  declared  that  sense-knowledge  was  perfectly  faithful,  as 
far  as  it  went,  but  that  it  was  incapable  of  penetrating  be- 
neath phenomena.  Scepticism  was  assuming  a menacing 
attitude.  Aristotle,  in  his  way,  endeavoured  to  meet  it,  and 
he  met  it  thus : It  is  true  that  the  knowledge  derived  firom 
our  senses  is  not  always  correct ; true  also  that  our  senses 
are  to  be  trusted,  as  far  as  they  go.  A sensation,  as  a sen- 


» Rittkb,  lii.  66. 
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sation,  is  true  ; but  any  afiBrmation  you  may  make  about  that 
sensation  may  be  either  true  or  false,  according  to  the  affir- 
mation. If  an  oar  dipped  in  the  water  appears  to  you  to  be 
broken,  the  sensation  you  have  is  accurate  enough  j you  have 
that  sensation.  But  if,  on  the  strength  of  that  sensation, 
you  affirm  that  the  oar  is  broken,  your  aflSrmation  is  false. 
Error  lies  not  in  false  sensation,  but  in  false  affirmation. 

Like  Plato,  he  held  it  to  be  indispensable  to  tmderstand 
words  if  we  are  to  understand  thoughts  ; a position  which, 
as  we  saw  in  the  teaching  of  Socrates,  was  both  novel  and  at 
the  time  important,  because  it  called  attention  to  the  ex- 
treme laxity  of  language  under  which  men  disguised  the 
laxity  of  their  reasoning.  A word,  he  said,  is  in  itself  in- 
different ; it  is  neither  true  nor  false  : truth  or  falsehood 
must  result  from  a combination  of  words  into  a proposition. 
No  thought  can  be  erroneous ; error  is  only  possible  to 
propositions. 

Hence  the  necessity  of  Logic,  which  is  the  science  of 
affirmations  ; it  is  in  the  Emmciate  Proposition,  airo<f>avriKos 
Xoyot,  that  we  must  seek  truth  or  falsehood.  This  proposi- 
tion is  subdivided  into  Affirmative  and  Negative  propositions, 
which  are  mutually  opposed,  and  gave  rise  to  Contradiction 
so  soon  as  they  are  asserted  in  the  same  sense  of  one  and  the 
same  thing  : e.</.  ‘ It  is  impossible  for  tlie  same  thing  to  be 
and  not  to  be.’ 

The  principle  of  Contradiction  he  declares  to  be  the  deepest 
of  all;  for  on  it  aU  Demonstration  is  founded.  Because, 
however,  he  confounded  truth  of  Language  with  truth  of 
Thought,  and  supj>osed  that  Thought  was  always  the  cor- 
relate of  fact,  he  fell  into  the  mistake  of  maintaining  truth 
of  Language,  or  Propositions,  to  be  identical  with  truth  of 
Being. 

Having  erected  Propositions,  or  the  affirmative  and  nega- 
tive combinations  of  Language,  into  such  an  exalted  position, 
it  became  necessary  to  attend  more  closely  to  names,  and 
thus  we  get  the  Predicables,  a fivefold  division  of  general 
Names,  not  grounded,  as  usual,  upon  a difl’erence  in  their 
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meaning,  that  is,  in  tlie  attribute  which  they  connote,  but 
upon  a difference  in  the  kind  of  class  which  they  denote. 
AVe  may  predicate  of  a thing  five  different  varieties  of  class- 
name  : — 

Tivos a Genus. 

ETSot a Species. 

^ia<popd a Difference. 

'^Ihoy a Property. 

an  Accident. 

‘It  is  to  be  remai'ked  of  these  distinctions  that  they  ex- 
jiress  not  what  the  predicate  is  in  its  own  meaning,  but  what 
relation  it  bears  to  the  subject  on  which  it  hapiKuis  on  tlie 
particular  occasion  to  be  predicated.  There  are  not  some 
names  which  are  exclusively  general  and  others  which  are 
exclusively  species  or  differentias;  but  the  same  name  is 
referred  to  one  or  another  Predicable,  according  to  the 
subject  of  which  it  is  predicated  on  the  particular  occasion. 
Animal,  for  instance,  is  a genus  with  respect  to  Man  or 
John ; a species  with  respect  to  substance  or  Being.  The 
words  genus,  species,  &c.  are  therefore  relative  terms ; they 
are  names  applied  to  certain  predicates,  to  express  the  rela- 
tion between  them  and  some  given  subject : a relation 
grounded,  not  upon  w’hat  the  predicate  connotes,  but  upon 
the  class  which  it  denotes,  and  upon  the  place  which  in  some 
given  classification  that  class  occupies  relatively  to  the  parti- 
cular subject.’ 

Induction  and  Syllogism  are  the  two  great  instruments  of 
his  Logic.  All  knowledge  must  rest  upon  some  antecedent 
conviction ; and  both  in  Induction  and  Syllogism  we  see  how 
this  takes  place.  Induction  sets  out,  from  particulars  already 
kno'wn,  to  arrive  at  a conclusion ; Syllogism  sets  out,  from 
some  general  principle,  to  arrive  at  particidars.f  There  is 
this  remarkable  distinction,  however  (already  noticed),  esta- 
blished by  him  between  the  two,  namely,  that  the  general 
principle  of  the  syllogism  is  hitter  known  in  itself  and  in  its 
o'wn  nature,  while  the  particulars  from  which  Induction 

• JIicl:  Sj/tUm  of  Logic,  i.  1C2.  t Anulyt.  Post.,  i.  1. 
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proceeds  are  better  known  to  us.*  How  came  he  by  this 
distinction  ? Thus  : the  particulars  of  Induction  are  derived 
from  Sense,  and  are  more  liable  on  that  account  to  error ; 
whereas  the  general  principle  of  the  Syllogism  is  known 
in  itself,  is  ftirther  removed  from  the  fallacies  of  sense,  and 
is  /card  Tor  "Ko^ov  yvtapifuoTspov,  Do  we  not  always  doubt 
whether  we  have  rightly  understood  anj’thing  until  we  have 
demonstrated  that  it  follows  by  necessity  from  some  general 
principle?  And  does  not  this  lead  to  the  conviction  that 
the  Syllogism  is  the  proper  form  of  alt  science  ? Moreover, 
as  the  Syllogism  proceeds  from  the  general,  the  general  must 
be  better  known  than  the  particular,  since  the  particular  is 
proved  by  it. 

Sensations  are  less  trustworthy  than  ideas.  The  parti- 
culars are  sensibles,  but  in  and  for  themselves  they  are  no- 
thing ; they  exist  only  in  relation  to  us.  Nevertheless  we 
are  forced  to  make  them  our  point  of  departure.  We  begin 
with  sensuous  knowledge  to  reach  ideal  knowledge.  In  this 
manner  we  proceed  from  the  world  of  experience  to  that 
higher  world  of  cognition. 

The  various  investigations  into  the  nature  of  Propositions 
which  Aristotle  prosecuted,  were  necessary  to  form  the  basis 
of  his  theory  of  reasoning,  i.e.  the  Syllogism.  He  defined 
the  Syllogism  to  be  an  enunciation  in  which  certain  Pro- 
positions being  laid  down,  a necessary  conclusion  is  drawn, 
distinct  from  the  Propositions  and  without  emploj'ing  any 
idea  not  contained  in  the  Propositions.  Thus : — 

All  bad  men  are  miserable ; 

Erery  t}Tant  is  a bud  man : 
ergo. 

All  tyrant*  are  miserable. 

His  examination  of  the  sixteen  forms  of  the  Syllogism 
exhibits  great  ingenuity,  and,  as  a dialectical  exercise,  was 
doubtless  sufiScient;  but  it  must  not  detain  us  here.  The 
theory  of  the  Syllogism  is  succeeded  by  the  theory  of  De- 

* fiir  oh  wp6rtpos  ica}  ynepiftj^tpot  6 8tA  rou  fihov  0‘uWoyitrfi8s,  finto 

S'  ivafyiirTtpoi  i SA  riji  — AiuJgt.  Prior.,  it  24. 
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monstration.  If  all  knowledge  owes  its  existence  to  anterior 
knowledge,  what  is  this  anteri(jr  knowledge  ? It  is  the  major 
proposition  of  a Syllogism.  The  conclusion  is  but  the  appli- 
cation of  the  general  to  the  particular.  Thus,  if  wo  know 
that  Tyrants  are  niiserahle,  we  know  it  because  we  know 
that  All  bad  men  are  miserable ; and  the  middle  term  tells 
us  that  TjTants  are  bad  men.  To  know,  is  to  be  aware 
of  the  cause ; to  demonstrate,  is  to  give  the  Syllogism 
which  expresses  the  knowledge  we  have.  It  is  therefore 
necessary  that  every  scientific  Syllogism  should  repose 
upon  prineijiles  that  are  true,  primitive,  more  evident 
in  themselves  than  the  conclusion,  and  anterior  to  the  con- 
clusion. These  undemonstrable  principles  are  Axioms,  Hy- 
potheses, &c.,  according  as  tliey  are  self-evident,  or  as  they 
presuppose  some  affirmation  or  negation ; they  are  Dehnitious 
when  they  limit  themselves  to  an  explanation  of  the  essence 
of  the  thing  defined,  without  affirming  anything  respecting 
its  existence. 

The  proper  subjects  of  demonstration  are  those  universal 
attributes  of  particular  things  which  make  them  what  they 
are,  and  which  may  be  predicated  of  them.  It  is  one  thing 
to  know  that  a thing  is  so;  another  thing  to  know  why  it  is 
so  : hence  the  two  orders  of  demonstrations,  the  tov  oti,  ‘ the 
demonstration  of  the  cause  from  a consideration  of  the  effect/ 
and  the  tou  Sioti,  ‘ the  demonstration  of  the  effect  from  the 
presence  of  the  cause.’ 

We  close  this  exposition  of  the  leading  points  of  Aristotle’s 
Logic  with  his  own  somewhat  touching  words,  as  he  con- 
cludes his  work  : ‘ We  have  had  no  works  of  predecessors  to 
assist  us  in  this  attempt  to  construct  a science  of  Eeasoning ; 
oim  own  labours  have  done  it  all.  If,  therefore,  the  work 
appears  to  you  not  too  inferior  to  the  works  on  other  sciences 
which  have  been  formed  with  the  assistance  of  successive 
labourers  in  the  same  department,  you  wiU  show  some 
indulgence  for  the  imperfections  of  our  work,  and  some 
gratitude  for  the  discoveries  it  contains.’ 

VOL.  I.  X 
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CILVPTER  IV. 

The  Metaphysics. 

Scholars  and  critics  have  attempted  in  vain  to  reduce 
the  chaos  of  topics  embraced  in  the  treatises  stitched  to- 
gether (not  otherwise  united)  and  known  under  the  general 
title  of  Metaphysics.  But  although  the  ingenious  effort  of 
the  Hegelian  Michelet*  was  considered  by  the  French 
Aciulemy  worthy  of  being  crowned ; and  although  I admit 
that  he  has  so  manipulated  tlie  books  as  to  arrange  them 
into  something  like  systematic  sequence ; yet  I would  refer 
every  unbiassed  reader  to  the  original  itself,  and  ask  him  if 
any  one  of  the  books,  considered  separately,  has  the  coherence 
and  systematic  development  of  topics  which  would  be  looked 
for  in  a modern  work  ? The  fact  is  we  seek  for  such  system- 
atic composition  only  because  we  regard,  and  justly,  Aristotle 
as  a mighty  precursor ; and  Philosophy  having  since  become 
systematic,  very  much  owing  to  his  influence,  we  are  led  to 
infer  that  he  also  must  have  felt  the  necessities  which  are 
now  universally  felt.  They  were  not  felt  then.  He  was  the 
first  who  made  any  attempt  to  reduce  knowledge  to  a system, 
to  make  the  various  branches  of  inquiry  spring  from  one 
root.  And  the  first  attempt  at  so  enormous  a scheme  may 
be  excused  if  it  were  defective  ; while  the  individual  portions 
of  the  scheme  were  necessarily  in  too  immature  a condition 
for  anything  like  a connected  e.xposition.  We  might  as  well 
open  the  ‘ Natural  History  of  Animals,’  and  expect  to  find 
there  something  of  our  systematic  Zoology.  Indeed,  the 

* K.u*l  MiriiKi.KT,  Esamnt  rrifii/urf/r  F ftwroge tT ArUtote  intituU  Metaphgitigue, 
ouernge  couronni  par  C Acadimit,  I’uris,  1836. 
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presupposition,  absurd  as  it  really  is,  Las  been  generally 
entertained ; and  moderns  have  not  only  expected  to  find  a 
classification  and  philosophic  principles  in  Aristotle's  work, 
but  have  deluded  themselves  with  the  idea  that  they  had 
found  them.*  When  aiicieut  works  are  approached  in  this 
sjiirit  we  need  not  wonder  if  they  offer  little  difficulty  to  an 
inventive  ingenuity.  The  very  want  of  order  which  strikes 
the  unbiassed  mind,  is  seized  on  as  a deliberate  touch  of 
higher  art ; and  thus  Michelet  applies  the  verse 

Souveut  un  beau  desordro  cat  un  efft- 1 de  Tart ; 

without  any  suspicion,  apparently,  that  the  disorder  must 
justify  itself  by  its  beauty  before  it  can  claim  to  be  art,  and 
tliat  disorder,  simply  as  such,  is  not  strength,  but  weakness. 

It  is  incompatible  with  the  limits  and  purpose  of  this 
History  to  expound  at  any  length  the  various  opinions  which 
are  jund)led  together  in  the  Metaphysics  and  the  Physics. 
Various  attempts  have  been  made  to  reduce  them  to  order, f 
and  throughout  the  twenty  centuries  which  have  elapsed 
since  they  wore  promulgated,  philosophers  have  quarrelled 
as  to  the  correct  interpretations  which  these  opinions  should 
receive.  It  is  not  thus  with  the  systems  of  Descartes, 
Spinoza,  Locke,  Berkeley,  Hume,  or  Kant. 

I shall  only  touch  on  some  of  the  more  important  positions. 
Aristotle  so  clearly  saw  and  so  felicitously  explained  the 
necessity  of  pursuing  the  true  Method,  passing  from  the 
known  to  the  unknown,  instead  of  beginning  with  the  un- 
known (and  unknowable)  to  descend  to  the  known,  that 
thinkers  of  the  positive  order  have  in  aU  times  found  telling 
passages  to  quote  from  him,  and  thinkers  of  the  metaphysical 
order  have  Ix'en  prone  to  despise  him  as  an  empiricist.  He 
did,  indeed,  emphatically  proclaim  the  vanity  of  the  d priori 
method.  He  insisted  on  the  basis  of  experience ; and  he 
always  begins  an  inquiry  by  enuineniting  (what  is  often 

• S*  t>  this  point  argiiofl  at  length  in  my  Ariji/otlr,  chap.  xv. 
t TbRSB.  Df'e  Philosophy!  rirs  Arisfofef^A,  1842;  BRvxms,  und  seine 

ya/:h/o*^er,  I8o3-<d7  ; Ubobl,  Buulb,  Tk>txbma!<m,  Kittku,  Zni-LBit. 
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quite  superfluous)  the  opinions  commonly  receirecl,  and  the 
decisions  of  philosophers,  nay,  even  descending  to  minute 
examinations  of  the  various  meanings  affixed  to  terms.  This 
eminently  unscientific  procedure  is  still  largely  adopted  by 
men  of  science,  who,  indeed,  find  it  easier  to  exjKiund  what 
men  have  said  about  a fact,  than  what  Nature  says  about  it. 
This  is  to  mistake  the  history  of  a science  for  the  exposition 
of  a science.  Wliat  is  it  to  us,  who  desire  to  know  the  fact 
itself,  that  the  profound  A,  or  the  illustrious  B,  thought  this 
or  that  about  it  ? Had  they  rational  data  for  their  thought  ? 
If  so,  let  us  have  the  data,  and  leave  the  men  to  history. 
Aristotle  collects  the  vagrant  opinions  of  common  men, 
and  the  more  or  less  ingenious  guesses  of  philosophers, 
hoping  to  elicit  from  these  the  nolioncs  communes  of  specula- 
tion. But  while  thus  invoking  experience,  he  is  led  iistray 
by  the  assumi^tion  that  First  Principles  and  Causes  {rh  irpStra 
teal  aiTta  which  form  the  subject  of  Philosophy)  can  be  acces- 
sible through  experience.  In  one  sense  this  is  true,  and  it 
is  the  truth  which  doubtless  has  misled  so  many  minds.  We 
do  arrive  through  experience  at  generalizations  which  tran- 
scend experience,  at  laws  wider  than  any  particular  instances 
accessible  to  us ; but  even  in  their  widest  sweep,  these  are 
only  expressions  of  phenomena,  and  are  purely  relative ; they 
disclose  no  absolute  causes.  Moreover,  we  have  always  to  be 
on  the  alert  to  see  that  these  generalizations  express  no  more 
than  experience  warrants,  and  are  not  fictions  of  our  imagi- 
nation. Our  tendency  is  to  substitute  the  formal  for  the 
material  elements  of  conception,  to  carry  the  subjective  into 
the  objective.  And  this  tendency  was  so  misleading  to 
Aristotle  that  ho  considered  noumena  and  cause  to  be  better 
known  than  phenomena. 

He  seems  so  cautious  and  judicious  when  indicating  the 
first  steps,  that  we  are  surprised  to  find  him  suddenly  on  the 
other  side,  with  no  bridge  visible  over  which  he  could  have 
passed.  In  his  definition  of  science  we  see  a recognition  of 
that  generality  which  is  deduced  from  experience,  though 
never  given  in  experience ; as  when  ho  says  that  we  know 
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bj  experience  that  Socrates  was  cured  by  the  same  remedy 
that  cured  Callias  and  many  others,  but  we  know  by  science 
that  all  men  attacked  by  the  same  disease  can  be  cured  by 
the  same  remedy.  It  is  in  necessity  and  universality  that 
we  recognize  science ; and  these  cannot  be  given  in  expe- 
rience. So  far  all  is  clear.  But  when  he  goes  on  to  explain 
that  science  is  of  a deeper  and  wider  knowledge  than  expe- 
rience, because  it  teaches  us  the  causes  and  reasons  of  things, 
and  we  only  know  anything  correctly  when  we  know  not 
simply  what  it  is,  but  why  it  is,  he  quits  the  ground  of  expe- 
rience and  abruptly  takes  up  his  position  on  that  of  the 
unknowable.  He  nowhere  proves,  or  attempts  to  prove,  that 
wo  can  know  the  how  and  the  why ; he  assumes  it.  Ho 
shows  that  exjwrience  of  a thousand  instances  may  lead  us 
to  the  conviction  that  a certain  remedy  will  cure  a certain 
malady ; but  he  nowhere  shows  that  this  conviction  still 
remains  nothing  but  a generalization  of  experience,  and  can- 
not lead  ns  to  a deei^er  knowledge  than  that  the  fact  is  so ; 
why  it  is  so  we  must  learn  from  another  source,  if  it  can  be 
learned. 

He  is  at  one  with  Science  in  affirming  that  principles  form 
the  objects  of  inquiry ; that  he  who  possesses  these  knows 
all  that  is  subordinate  to  them,  or  may  know  it ; whereas  he 
who  knows  particulars  by  no  means  necessarily  knows  prin- 
ciples ; finally,  that  principles,  being  farthest  removed  from 
sensations,  are  the  most  difficult  of  attainment.  It  is  only 
when  we  come  to  ascertain  what  were  the  principles  Aristotle 
conceived  as  stsinding  thus  at  the  apex  of  philosophy,  that 
we  see  the  wide  diflerence  between  his  speculations  and 
modem  sj>eculations.  There  are,  he  thinks,  four  first  prin- 
ciples or  causes. 

I.  The /hrmrtf  cause  or  essence,  known  under  the  scholastic 
titles  of  ‘ quiddity  ’ and  ‘ substantial  form,’  is  what  may  be 
called  the  raison  d'etre  of  a thing.  Although  form  cannot 
be  disjoined  from  substance  in  fact,  it  can  in  thought, — and 
that  was  enough  for  the  ancients.  We  still  preserve  the 
idea  in  such  plirases  as,  ‘ the  essence  of  good  government 
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consists  in  reconciling  order  with  progress  ; ’ or,  ‘ the  essence 
of  a circle  consists  in  the  equi-distance  of  every  point  in  the 
periphery  from  the  centre.’  * The  substantial  form,  in  short, 
is  that  which  makes  a thing  to  he  what  it  is.  N.B. — The 
distinction  between  the  exxf-vr.n  of  a thing  and  the  essence  of 
our  coixfrption  of  a thing  had  not  then  been  admitted  into 
philosojiby. 

II.  The  viaierinl  cause — causa  nuitcriulis — »;  vXrj  koi  to 
irnorei/Muou — is  the  matter  itself,  conceived  apart  from  its 
form.  Under  all  the  varieties  of  things  we  recognize  some- 
thing which  exists  as  the  subject  of  these  varieties ; for 
example,  the  substance  of  the  soul  is  something  distinct  from 
its  phenomena. 

III.  The  motor  cause — efficient  cause — g apxv  Kivgaeois 
— which  ])lays  so  great  a part  in  scholasticism,  is  a conception 
necessarily  added  to  the  two  first-named  causes,  since  these 
alone  wilt  not  exidain  movement  or  change.  But  inasmuch 
as  change  is  incessant,  there  must  be  some  prhiciple  of 
change.  Kature  is  not  self-moved ; we  must,  therefore, 
assume  a Prime  Mover,  himself  immoveable. 

But  even  thus  we  fail  to  account  for  the  phenomena  of  this 
changing  universe.  What  is  it  which  determines  each  par- 
ticular movement  to  be  that  and  not  another  ? What  is  it 
which  causes  the  harmony,  regularity  and  beauty  of  the 
world  ? Obviously  a fourth  cause  : — 

IV.  The  final  cause — to  ov  svexa  xal  rayaOov.  This  gives 
to  every  movement  an  aim,  and  a benevolent  aim.  The 
good  of  each  and  the  good  of  all  is  the  final  cause  of  ever)- 
change.t 

• ‘ En  contomiilant  I<  » chose?,  nous  Toyons  qu'elles  ?ont  differcnics  entr’elle?,  ef 
que  chacune  a qiiclquo  ch<>sc  do  fflrtieiilier  qui  la  distin^ic  des  autres;  e'est  co 
qu’on  appelle  r msmtf  d'une  chose,  qu’on  definit  re  qui  fait  gtiunc  chofte  rst  cf  quWs 
fift* — ’S  Guavksanue  : Jutrod.  d ta  PhiltK^ophir^  Jx-yden,  1737,  p.  5,  This  is  strictly 
Aristotelian,  and  cjplains  the  phrase  l)y  which  Aristotle  defines  the  fonnal  cause : — 
U oeolo  sol  t6  ti  that.  The  phntse  is  not  pntmniatieally  explicable.  See 
TBENDtn.rsjiKRr.’s  edition  of  the  Ik  Animd,  1833,  pp.  192-471  ; or  Zeli.eh;  J'AiVo- 
tojihif  thr  Orinhrii,  18G0,  ii.  147. 

t ‘Finis  Tcro  est,  quo  res  tendit.  Finium  alii  prtro]>tati,  alii  eonsequentea. 
Piaoptati  ejiis  generis  sunt,  ut  valetudo  qua-  mediramentis  et  diambulatiune  coni- 
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It  is  apparent,  on  the  most  casual  inspection,  that  no 
one  of  these  causes  can  be  verifiable;  no  one  of  them  is 
susceptible  of  any  stronger  guarantee  than  that  of  a cert^iin 
lopficiil  concordance  in  the  assumptions  we  make  respecting 
them  ; but  inasmuch  as  they  pass  beyond  the  sphere  of  ideas, 
and  claim  to  ‘represent  external  realities.  Verification  is 
indispensable;  yet  it  cannot  lx?  applied.  Such  conceptions 
are,  therefore,  utterly  unscientific.  Nevertheless  the  slow 
evolution  of  Science  has  not  altogether  disengaged  itself 
from  their  trammels.  Even  in  the  j)res(>nt  day  there  arc  not 
wanting  men  of  eminence  wlio  firmly  uphold  the  validity  of 
final  causes,  and  believe  teleological  argument  to  be  an 
instrument  of  research.  This  is  owing  to  the  lingering  in- 
fluence of  the  Subje<;tive  Method,  an  influence  almost  entirely 
banished  from  astronomy,  physics,  chemistry.  Tlie  Objec- 
tive Method  teaches  that  it  is  idle  to  assign  a final  cause, 
unless  we  believe  that  we  have,  or  can  have,  authoritative 
knowledge  of  what  actually  were  the  Creator’s  intentions : 
and  such  knowledge  Science  modestly  disclaims ; it  endea- 
vours to  co-ordinate  facts ; assumptions  respecting  the  inten- 
tions of  the  Creator  are  not  verifiable  ; if  we  accept  them  as 
we  accept  other  transcendental  conceptions,  they  can  only  be 
an  unknown  quantity  in  oxir  calculation.  The  futility  of  the 
teleological  argument  may  be  seen  in  this,  that  untU  we  have 
discovered  the  law  of  succession,  until  the  facts  are  co- 


pnnitur.  Consinjaentes  vero  fjus  grnoris  sunt,  ut  medicatio  et  dcambiilntio : 
priinutn  enim  valotadinrm,  dt  iude  ca  quro  Talctiidini  facinnt,  quierimus.’ — IIkh- 
laoijLua  Baubahus:  Compendium  9cirn(ia  naturalU  ex  Arintoteif,  1547,  Lth.  i. 
p.  6.  I cannot  qnoti*  from  this  once  rciio^rncd  and  now  forgotten  scholar,  without 
remarking  that,  although  he  occupies  a prominent  place  in  the  correspondence  of 
scholars  during  the  latter  part  of  the  fifteenth  century,  and  was  thought  by 
Ebasmvs  to  be  a * divine  man/  whose  name  could  never  die,  ho  1ms  so  completely 
passed  out  of  sight  that  most  Encycloj^ediaa  and  Biographical  Dictionaries  do  not 
even  mention  him.  A goo<l  account  of  him  i.s  given  in  Johnson  : L\fe  of  Linacre, 
1835.  ScAUOKR  speaks  of  him  as  * incomp^trabilis  doctrinie,  divinie  probitatis/ — 
Contra  Cardanum,  1607,  Exerc.  clvii.  The  notices  in  TiRAiKiscni:  Storia  della 
iMt.  Ital.,  in  Ukrufk;  Gearhichie  der  chwmhen  iJtteratur  im  Mittrl- 

alter,  ii.  (BcrXrc,  1821-8,  v.)  ; and  in  Cokmani  : I Secoli  delia  iMt.  lUd.,  1818, 
iii.,  are  obviously  at  s<*cond  hand,  drawn  pmbably  from  that  mairellous  torso  of 
Italian  erudition,  MAXZt  CHEi.Li : Gli  ScriUori  if  Italia,  1768,  vol.  ii.  parte  i.  266. 
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ordinate<l,  tlie  assumption  of  a final  cause  brings  with  it  no 
illumination,  and  when  the  law  has  been  discovered,  the 
addition  of  the  final  cause  brings  no  increase  of  knowledge. 

It  is  a necessarj’  consequence  of  his  conception  of  Science 
, that  it  deals  not  with  generalities  laboriously  arrived  at 
through  inductions,  and  capable  of  verification  both  at  every 
ascending  step  of  induction,  and  every  descending  step  of 
deduction,  but  with  generalities  which  arc  inaccessible  to 
verification.  Hegel  has  a characteristic  sneer  at  the  physi- 
cists of  our  day  : he  says  ‘ Aristotle’s  Physics  are  Metaphy- 
sics ; that  which  physicists  tell  us  of  is  what  they  have  seen 
or  what  delicate  instruments  they  have  made,  not  what  they 
have  thoiight.’  * The  sneer  falls  harmless,  for  the  accusa- 
tion is  ludicrously  inexact ; but  it  may  be  retorted  on  the 
metaphysicists  that  they  tell  us  only  what  they  have  thought, 
and  not  what  they,  or  any  one  else,  can  have  sem.  Aristotle 
did  use  his  eyes.  But  unhappilj',  while  duly  impressed  with 
the  importance  of  Fact,  he  was  under  the  dominion  of  the 
metaphysical  delusion  that  a Ixdter  explanation  of  the  causes 
of  phenomena  was  to  be  learned  from  ideas  than  from  pheno- 
mena themselves.  Thus  he  not  only  quitted  the  observation 
of  phenomena  and  their  relations,  for  speculations  uj)on  Being 
apart  froTn  phenomena,  but,  by  an  inevitable  consequence  of 
this  error,  he  sought  the  secret  of  Being  in  verbal  and  logical 
distinctions. 

This  is  what  he  found : Being  is  understood  in  various 
senses.  It  is  either  substance  or  accident ; it  is  either  a 
possibility  or  an  actuality.  (These  four  words  form  the  texts 
of  interminable  discussions  throughout  the  history  of  meta- 
physics. A clear  insight  into  the  distinction  between  objec- 
tive and  subjective  existence  would  have  put  an  end  to  these 
discussions  at  once ; bxit  such  an  insight  was  long  in  being 
reached.)  What  is  Substance?  According  to  Aristotle  it 
has  four  different  meanings: — 

1.  Mutter,  or  the  substratum  (to  tmoKSi/uvoi^),  which, 

* IIecfx,  O'esek.  der  Phil.  li.  337. 
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because  it  is  the  subject  of  all  attributes,  and  never  an  attri- 
bute itself,  is  called  Being  ercfllence. 

II.  Form,  (to  ti  tivai)  is  that  which  is  in  itself  and  for 
itself.  Combined  with  Matter,  which  is  indeterminate,  it 
constitutes  individual  existence.  Thus  these  two  categories 
complete  the  idea  of  Being,  the  one  representing  its  poten- 
tiality (fvva/Ms),  the  other  its  actuality  {ivipysta)  ; for  Matter 
is  Substance  only  in  posse  ; Form  is  Substance  in  esse. 

III.  The  Universal.  This  Aristotle  rightly  regards  as  an 
illusion  of  philosophel’s,  meaning  Plato  above  all.  The  Uni- 
versal cannot  be  Substance,  for  the  substance  of  an  indivi- 
dual belongs  only  to  the  individual,  whereas  the  Universal  is 
common  to  many.  Moreover  Substance  is  not  an  attribute, 
the  Universal  is. 

rV.  Genus.  This  fourth  sense  in  which  Substance  is  under- 
stood is  rejected  on  the  same  grounds  as  the  third. 

llie  distinction,  which  played  so  great  a part  in  Arabian 
and  Scholastic  philosophy,  between  Matter  and  Form,  between 
potential  and  actual  existence,  the  Bwapti  6u  and  the  ivepyc/a 
bv  or  iirreKsyeia  ov,  is  an  interesting  example  of  the  meta- 
physical tendency  to  transport  a subjective  distinction  into 
the  objective  world,  to  make  ideas  the  prototypes  of  things. 
Matter  was  supposed  to  exist  only  as  a possibility  before  it 
received  its  Form  (a  confusion  of  the  non-specified  with  the 
non-existent),  the  Form  giving  it  actuality.  Brass,  for 
example,  before  it  is  made  into  a statue  by  the  sculptor, 
exists  as  brass,  in  forms  quite  as  real  as  that  of  a statue, 
though  the  Peripatetics  declared  it  to  be  indeterminate 
matter  which  passed  from  possibility  into  actuality  on 
receiving  the  foi-m  of  the  statue,  and,  ceasing  to  be  brass 
in  general  (which  it  never  was),  became  a brazen  thing. 

I have  already  explained  in  the  Prolegomena  the  fallacy 
which  is  involved  in  this  distinction  of  potential  and  actual, 
and  which  apjjlies,  of  course,  to  the  distinction  between  sub- 
stance and  accident.  It  is  fundamental  with  Aristotle. 
Without  this  distinction  his  system  cannot  stand.  He  never 
suspected  that  there  was  no  objective  reality  in  his  famous 


Digitized  by  Google 


314 


THE  METAPHYSICS. 


ivra/us ; that  whak'ver  is  is,  and  -whatever  is  not  is  not.  He 
regarded  tlie  conquering  general  as  one  who,  before  the 
battle  had  l>een  fought,  was  equally  a conqueror,  though  a 
conqueror  then  in  jmgnhility,  Iv  Bvidfist.  But  it  is  clear  that 
this  existence  post  rem  is  the  resultant  of  a complex  concur- 
rence of  conditions,  and  can  only  Ijo  assigned  ante  rem,  on 
the  assuinidion  that  -we  may  form  our  conception  of  the 
genenil  before  the  battle  out  of  all  the  subsequent  conditions. 
It  is  perfectly  true  that  could  we  have  clearly  seen  all  the 
existing  conditions,  we  should  also  have  seen  all  their  effects ; 
could  we  have  seen  the  strength,  skill,  and  courage  of  his 
army,  and  the  weakness  of  the  enemy,  we  should  have  fore- 
seen the  victory,  and  esteemed  him  as  the  victor.  But  this 
would  bo  to  annihilate  history.  We  should  see  simultane- 
ously that  which  in  reality  was  developed  successively. 
Strictly  speaking,  the  victor  both  Ixdore  and  after  the  battle 
is  a man  standing  in  definite  relations  to  conditions  past  and 
present.  These  conditions  are  in  turn  related  to  others ; 
they  arc_  products  of  preceding  conditions,  and  will  produce 
successors.  Our  conception  of  the  man  is  determined  by  our 
knowledge  of  these.  Events  being  in  reality  successive  and 
not  simultaneous,  and  our  imperfect  vision  of  existing  con- 
ditions enabling  us  only  to  foresee  some  of  their  results,  our 
conceptions  of  what  is  possible  (t.  e.  what  may  result) 
depend  on  our  knowledge  of  the  actual.  As  a matter  of  fact 
nothing  really  exists  till  it  exists  ; and  nothing  exists  ixissibly  ; 
for  possibilitj'  is  only  the  uncertainty  of  our  ignorance. 

Matter  as  potential  existence  is  a subjective  fiction. 
Equally  subjective  is  the  distinction  between  existonce  per  sc 
(icar  ai'To)  and  cxistenceper  accidens  (leard  avp^tfirjKos).  There 
is  no  accident  in  nature.  Everything  is  essential.  The 
pimple  on  a philosopher's  face,  which,  according  to  the  con- 
veniences of  language,  would  be  called  an  accident,  not  per- 
taining to  the  essence  of  the  man,  unnecessary  to  our  con- 
ception of  the  philosopher,  is  nevertheless  objectively  as 
necessaiy  and  essential  as  the  skin  it  disfigures,  or  as  any 
other  j)art  of  the  complex  group  of  realities  which  in  their 
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totality  constitute  the  man.  There  are  {^ammatical  conve- 
niences in  separating  the  predicate  from  the  subject,  and 
logical  conveniences  in  separating  the  variable  from  the  in- 
variable ajipearances,  designating  the  former  as  accidental 
and  the  latter  as  essential.  But  there  are  no  such  distinctions 
in  being. 

Substance  is  commonly  understood  as  that  which  would 
remain  behind  when  all  the  accidents  were  removed.  But  a 
thorough-going  analysis  leads  ris  to  pure  Nothing  as  the  ter- 
mination of  such  a removal  of  all  accidents.  Potential  exist- 
ence is  a fiction ; useful,  it  may  be,  in  the  department  of  Logic, 
but  dangerously  illusive  in  Metajdiysics. 

The  theory  of  Matter  and  Form  is  an  attempt  to  solve  the 
problem  Plato  solved  by  his  theory  of  Ideas.  Aristotle 
saw  clearly  enough  the  untenability  of  the  ideal  theory,  but 
his  conception  of  Substantial  Forms  was  only  a modification 
of  it,  and  was  open  to  similar  objections.  Plato  said,  that 
the  Idea  of  an  animal  pre-existed,  and  when  united  with 
material  elements,  there  was  a living  reality  as  a resrdt. 
Aristotle  said,  that  the  animal  became  a living  reality  when 
the  potential  animal  passed  into  actuality,  its  vital  irrinciple 
being  the  Fonn. 

I may  here  notice  another  and  kindred  conception  which 
the  Aristotelians  seized  with  great  avidity,  namely,  the  con- 
fusion of  logical  with  real  in  the  matter  of  contraries.  Thus 
originated  the  famous  principle  of  Privation,  the  contrary  of 
Form.  He  first  laid  down  the  axiom  that  Form  could  only 
be  one  of  two  contraries  ; and  as  both  these  contraries  could 
not  exist  at  one  and  the  same  instant,  the  active  interference 
of  Privation  became  necessary  to  account  for  the  contrary 
which  was  at  any  instant  absent.  Thus  a man  must  bo  cither 
cultivated  or  non-cultivatcd.  He  cannot  at  the  same  time 
be  bf)th.  That  which  prevents  his  being  either  is  the  Priva- 
tion of  the  Form.  This  verbal  jugglery  not  only  found 
wondering  admirers  in  ancient  times,  it  has  found  admirers  in 
our  own.* 

• ' Voi'.i  celle  tlicoric  fumcusc  de  la  mature  ct  de  la  forme  si  souvent  reprocliio 
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By  ringing  the  changes  on  Virtual  and  Actual,  Siibstance, 
Form,  and  Privation,  he  and  his  followers  built  up  a theory 
of  the  universe,  which,  as  intellectual  gymnastics,  had  un- 
doubted value,  but  which  was  not  likely  to  lead  to  discover}’. 
Indeed  the  futility  of  the  whole  scheme  is  shown  in  its  utter 
incompetence  to  explain  even  the  simple  laws  of  motion.  It 
was  an  unconscious  effort  to  make  Logic  do  the  work  of 
Metaphysics ; and  the  Logic  itself  had  extremely  question- 
able premisses. 

R ArijJtot**,  <»t  pritiqu  ra  pans  ilontc  plus  d’ane  fois  pnoore.  Pour  moi  je  la 

trottve  simple  et  vrait*.*  llAUTUU-tiiY  St.-Uii.aike,  Jm  Ph^>fiqve  dAristotf^  18G2, 
i.  p.  xxviii. 
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CHAPTER  V. 

Akistotle’s  Psychology. 

IN  my  work  on  Aristotle  I have  analysed  all  the  writing's 
which  directly  or  indirectly  treat  of  psychological  ques- 
tions ; and  from  it  I may  extract  a few  passages  containing 
the  leading  doctrines. 

The  first  part  of  the  celebrated  De  Animd  is  biological. 
Not  until  the  fifth  chapter  of  the  second  book  does  it  ap- 
proach the  question  of  Sensibility. 

Having  defined  sensation  ‘ the  result  of  a motion  and  an 
impression,’  he  starts  this  difficulty  : — Why  is  there  no  sen- 
sation from  the  senses  themselves  ? Tliat  is  to  say,  why,  in 
the  absence  of  external  objects,  do  not  the  senses  give  sensa- 
tion, since  fire  and  earth  and  the  other  elements  are  present 
in  them,  and  it  is  from  these  that  sensation  is  derived  ? 

The  answer  runs  thus  :■ — Because  the  sensibility  is  not  in  a 
state  of  act  uni  ill/,  hut  only  of  potentiality;*  and,  therefore, 
it  is  with  it  as  with  a combustible  body,  which  alone,  without 
something  on  fire,  does  not  bum ; for,  otherwise,  it  might 
set  fire  to  itself,  and  could  stand  in  need  of  no  actual  fire. 

He  then  indicates  the  distinction  between  primary'  and 
secondary  qualities ; edch  of  the  special  senses  perceives  a 
8i>ecial  quality,  as  sight,  colour,  hearing,  sound,  &e. ; but, 
besides  these,  there  are  qualities  more  generally  perceived, 
belonging  not  to  one  sense  alone,  but  to  all  in  common — 
such  are  motion,  form,  number,  magnitude. 

• It  will  not  escApo  tho  poa<lor  that  this  answer  is  only  a rostatomont  of  tho 
difficulty  in  othor  words;  but  it  has  more  the  appearance  of  an  answer  than  that 
given  by  Babbauus  ; Compendium  yat.  cx  AristotJe,  1647, 

de  Animii,  p.  61. 
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‘ It  is  difficult  to  specify  the  organ  perci2>ient  of  tangible 
qualities,  whether  or  not  it  is  the  flesh,  and  that  which  is 
analogous  to  flesh  in  other  creatures;  yet  flesh  is  only  a 
medium,  and  the  essential  organ,  TrptoTov  alaOrjvriploi',  must  be 
something  different  and  internal.  ...  Is,  then,  this 
sentient  organ  within  the  flesh,  or  is  it  the  flesh  itself  which 
is  immediately  percejitive  ? No  indication  can  be  obtained 
from  the  fact  of  sensation  being  simultaneous  Avith  tangible 
impression,  for  were  any  one  to  extend  a membrane  over  his 
flesh,  the  part  would  be  equally  sensible  when  touched,  and 
sensible  at  the  moment  of  contact ; and  yet,  clearly,  the 
sentient  organ  cannot  be  in  that  membrane.  . . . When- 

the  sentient  organ  itself  is  touched,  no  sensation  can  there 
or  then  be  produced,  any  more  than  a white  object  can  be 
seen  when  placed  immediately  over  the  surface  of  the  eye  ; 
and  thus  it  is  evident  that  the  part  perceptive  of  tangible 
imju'essions  must  be  internal.’  Although  not  stated  here, 
we  know  that  by  this  internal  part,  which  is  perceptive,  he 
means  the  heart,  the  central  seat  of  all  sensibility. 

Chap.  XII.  is  on  Perception.  ‘ It  must  be  admitted  that 
each  sense  is  receidive  of  the  sensible  forms  of  things  (ideas, 
images)  without  their  matter,  as  wax  takes  the  impress  from 
a seal-ring  without  the  iron  or  gold  of  which  the  ring  is 
made.’ 

Why,  then,  do  plants  not  feel,  seeing  that  they  have  a 
psychical  organ  (popiou  n and  are  impressible  by 

tangible  objects  ■?  The  reason  is  that  they  want  the  central 
faculty  (jitaoTTjTa),  Avhich  alone  would  admit  of  their  being 
imijrcssed  by  sensible  forms  without  the  matter.  Consti- 
tuted 08  they  are  they  receive  the  matter  along  Avith  the 
forms. 

Book  III.,  Cluip.  continues  the  discussion  of  Sensibility. 
We  have,  he  says,  but  five  senses.  Touch  makes  us  aware  of 
Avhatever  is  tangible  ; all  other  qualities  are  perceived,  not 
through  touch,  but  through  the  media  air  and  Avater.  The 
sentient  organs  are  constituted  of  these  two  simple  bodies  : 
the  pujiil  is  comjjosed  of  water,  the  organ  of  hearing  is  com- 
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posed  of  air,  and  the  organ  of  smell  is  of  one  or  the  other. 
Fire  forms  no  part  of  any  organ  ; or  rather  it  is  an  element 
common  to  all,  since  there  is  nothing  sentient  ■without  heat. 

We  are  furnished  with  several  senses,  instead  of  one,  in 
order  that  the  common  properties  of  bodies — motion,  magni- 
tude, number — ma}'  the  less  readily  escape  notice.  If  vision 
were  our  only  sense,  then  all  other  qualities  except  colour 
woidd  escape  notice,  seeming  to  be  identical  with  it.  But  as 
common  proj>erties  are  manifested  by  different  bodies,  it  is 
evident  that  they  must  also  be  different. 

Chap.  II. — ‘Vision  must  be  by  sight,  or  by  some  other 
sense  ; but  if  by  some  other  sense,  then  il  will  be  perceptive 
of  sight  and  colour,  the  subject  of  sight,  and  thus  there  will 
be  two  senses  for  one  office,  or  the  sight  itself  will  be  the 
percipient.  But  if  to  perceive  by  sight  is  seeing,  and  if  that 
which  is  seen  is  colour,  or  something  having  colour,  then  if 
any  sense  is  to  sec,  that  which  sees  must  fii-st  have  colour.'*’ 
It  is  thus  manifest  that  perception  by  sight  is  not  a single 
perception,  for  when  we  cannot  see,  it  is  still  by  sight  that 
we  judge  both  of  darkness  and  light,  although  not  in  the 
same  manner.’ 

This,  as  may  be  imagined,  has  been  an  enticing  passage 
to  commentators,  and  is  full  of  pitfalls  both  of  equivoque 
and  psychological  subtlety.  Much  of  the  obsctirity  of  psycho- 
logical questions  arises  from  the  tendency,  almost  irresistible, 
to  refer  all  perceptions  to  the  organs  of  sense,  instead  of  to 
that  consciousness  which  is  affected  by  the  organs  of  sense 
in  their  action : e.  g.  perceptions  are  refeiTcd  to  the  retina 
rather  than  to  the  optic  centre.  Hence,  also,  the  confusion 
of  objective  with  subjective,  as  when  we  si>eak  of  a colour 
which  is  unseen,  of  a sound  wliich  is  unheard. 

‘ If  motion,  production,  and  impression,  are  in  the  product, 
it  follows  that  sound  and  hearing,  in  an  active  state,  must 
pre-exist  potcntinllij  in  hearing ; for  the  action  of  the  motor 

* War'  nicht  ilas  Aiigo 

Wie  konutrn  wir  das  Licht  wrllkkcm  ? 

GoThb. 
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exists  naturally  in  that  which  is  acted  on.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  necessary  that  the  motor  itself  should  be  in  motion.  The 
action  of  a sonorous  body  is  sound,  or  sounding ; that  of  the 
auditory  sense  is  hearing ; for  hearing  is  double,  as  sound  is 
double.  The  same  applies  to  other  senses  and  perceptions. 
Since  production  and  impression  are  not  in  that  which  acts, 
but  in  that  which  is  impressed,  so  the  action  of  the  object  of 
perception,  and  the  sensibility,  are  in  the  sentient  organ.  But 
while  for  some  senses  the  two  states  have  been  distinguished 
by  separate  names — such  as  sound  and  hearing — there  are 
others  for  which  one  or  the  other  state  is  without  a name. 
Thus,  the  action  of  vision  is  called  sight,  but  the  action  of 
colour  is  unnamed ; the  action  of  the  gustatory  sense  is  called 
taste,  while  that  of  savour  is  without  a name.  Since  the 
action  of  the  object  and  the  sentient  organ  is  one  and  the 
same,  though  different  in  mode  of  acting,  it  follows  that 
hearing  and  sound  in  this  sense  must  be  lost  together,  or 
together  preserved.  But  this  does  not  hold  of  such  rela- 
tions in  potentiality.  The  earlier  writers  expressed  them- 
selves ill,  in  saying  there  could  be  neither  black  nor  white 
without  sight,  nor  savours  without  taste.  And  yet  they  were 
partly  right ; for  as  senses  and  sentient  impressions  have  a 
twofold  acceptation,  according  to  their  jMtentiality  or  activity, 
BO  what  was  advanced  by  these  writers  may  be  true  of  one 
state,  and  not  true  of  the  other.  But  they  reasoned  about 
things  considered  as  isolated  which  do  not  in  truth  admit  of 
being  isolated.’ 

‘ Each  sense  is  perceptive  of  its  own  objects,  is  innate  in 
its  own  organ,  as  an  organ,  to  discriminate  qualities — Sight 
judging  of  black  and  white.  Taste  of  bitter  and  sweet.  But 
how  do  we  perceive  that  qualities  differ?  Evidently  by 
some  sense,  because  the  impressions  are  sentient ; and  the 
flesh  cannot  be  that  flnal  sentient,  atadrjrijptov,  since 

to  judge  of  qualities  it  must  of  necessity  first  touch  bodies.’ 

His  meaning  here  is  by  no  means  clear.  He  says  empha- 
tically that  we  have  only  five  senses ; that  each  sense  can 
only  discriminate  its  own  objects  ; that  that  which  perceives 
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white  to  be  different  from  sweet  cannot  be  the  sense  of  Taste 
nor  the  sense  of  Sight,  yet  it  must  be  a sense,  because  the 
impression  is  sentient ; finally,  he  says  that  the  sense  cannot 
be  Touch,  because  to  judge  of  qualities,  that  sense  must  first 
touch  bodies — by  which  he  probably  means  that  white  and 
sweet  not  being  tangible,  cannot  be  perceived  by  Touch. 

What,  then,  is  this  judicial  sense  ? He  has  nowhere  told 
us.  He  enters  upon  discussions  as  to  whether  the  judging 
faculty  is  divisible  or  indivisible,  and  this  numerically  or 
locally ; but  what  it  is,  or  where  it  is,  he  has  not  explained  in 
this  treatise.  Elsewhere  we  gather  that  he  means  the  com- 
mon sensorium,  which  is  in  the  front  centre  (heart)  of  each 
animal.'*' 

Chap.  III. — ‘ The  soul  being  characterized  generally  by 
the  faculties,  locomotion  and  thought,  judgment  and  sensi- 
bility, it  would  seem  that  thought  and  reflection  are  consi- 
dered to  be  forms  of  sensation.  All  'writers  assume  that 
thinking,  like  feeling,  is  corporeal,  and  that  Like  is  compre- 
hended by  Like.  But  they  should  have  noted  the  liability 
of  the  senses  to  produce  error.  It  is  manifest  that  feeling  is 
not  the  same  as  reflection  ; the  one  belonging  to  all  creatiues, 
the  other  only  to  a few.  Neither  is  the  judging  faculty, 
which  discerns  right  from  -wrong,  to  be  confounded  with 
sensation;  for  sensation  being  derived  from  particulars  is 
always  true,  and  belongs  to  all  animals ; but  error  lies  in 
judgement,  and  none  are  liable  to  error  save  those  which  have 
reason.’ 

Imagination  is  then  treated.  He  says  it  is  neither  sen- 
sation nor  judgment,  yet  it  is  never  called  up  without  sensa- 
tion. It  is  the  faculty  by  which  an  image  of  some  kind  is 
called  up  within  us,  and  is  to  be  ranked  with  those  faculties, 
such  as  sensation,  opinion,  and  knowledge,  by  which  we  form 
judgments. 

Chap.  TV.  has  peculiar  interest,  being  devoted  to  the  vovs, 

* iv  ri  Kotyhr  — De  juvenluif.  i.  467.  Comparo  also  Dt  Somno,  ii. 

454. 
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or  iiitollect,  ‘ tliiit  part  of  the  Soul  by  wbicb  it  both  knows 
and  reflects.’ 

‘ If  thinking  be  similar  to  sensation,’  he  says,  ‘ then  may 
it  be  some  kind  of  impression  by  the  object  of  thought,  or 
some  other  analogous  agency.  But  that  which  thinks  must 
then  be  passive,  atraOis,  receptive  of  the  Forms  of  objects, 
and  identical  with  the  objects  in  potentiality,  though  not  so 
in  actuality.  In  a word,  the  Intellect  must  be  related  to 
objects  of  thought,  as  sensibility  is  to  objects  of  x>erccption. 
Thus,  the  so-called  Intellect  of  the  Vital  Principle  (and  by 
Intellect  I mean  that  which  judges  and  compares)  has  in 
actuality  no  existence  prior  to  the  act  of  intelligence.*  It 
is  very  improbable,  therefore,  that  the  mind  should  have 
been  commingled  with  the  body  ; for  if  this  were  so,  it  would 
bo  a quality  of  some  kind,  as  hot  or  cold  ; or  it  would  have 
some  hind  of  onjan  such  as  there  is  for  sensation  ; but  there  is 
none  such.’ 

‘ It  is  well  said  that  the  Soul  is  the  place  of  Forms  (rotros 
tlSwu) ; but  this  is  not  to  be  understood  of  the  whole  soul, 
only  of  the  cogitative  part ; and  of  Forms,  not  in  actuality, 
but  in  potentiality.’ 

He  iu'gucs  that  the  reflective  faculty  is  not  the  sensitive 
faculty  in  a state  of  repose.  ‘ The  mind  judges  of  flesh  and 
ideal  flesh,  either  by  some  different  faculty,  or  by  being  itself 
ditferently  affected.  It  is  by  sensibility  that  we  judge  of  hot 
and  cold  and  other  properties  of  flesh ; but  it  is  either  by 
some  distinct  faculty— or  as  a curved  line  is  to  a straight 
line — that  we  judge  of  ideal  flesh.’ 

Ch>t]>.  F. — Tlie  soul  is  creative.  It  is  essentially  an 
energizing  influence.  Knowledge  in  activity  is  identical 
with  the  object ; but  in  potentiality,  it  pre-exists  in  the  indi- 

• oMy  ftrriy  iytpytiq  riy  oyruy  Tyly  yot7y.  Thin,  if  I undi  rstlllld  it  aripllt, 
rmans  that  the  mind  Ibis  no  hubstantive  oxistoncp,  but  exists  only  in  act,  a«  a 
function.  The  pnsHttffe  is  vt*ry  obscure.  Trbnuklknburo,  who  has  a long  not«  on 
the  parenthesis,  which  does  not  rt'quipc  one,  is  silent  on  the  only  real  difficulty. 
Tobstrik  says,  ‘intelicctus  non  est  acta  idea  anteqimm  cogitet  * (ovs  ttrriv  airroZ 
tpvffti  ov^tftla  aAA’  ^ auTTj  5ti  ivyar6v  oodiy  ftrrtv  Twy  Cyrtfy  wply  KO«iy), 

Oil.  /V  Afiihuh  p.  198. 
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vidual.  ‘Yet  rigorously  speaking  that  cannot  be  said  to 
pre-exist  which  sometimes  is,  and  sometimes  is  not,  reflected 
on.  But  that  alone,  whatever  it  be,  which  is  separate  from 
everything  else,  is  deathless  and  eternal.  We  have  no 
memory  of  it  because  it  is  passionless  {dtradh)  ; and  the 
impressible  mind  is  perishable,  and  without  it  there  can  be 
no  reflection.’ 

Chap.  VI.  briefly  reiterates  the  argument  that  the  senses 
are  free  from  error,  which  arises  solely  from  the  judgment. 

Chap.  VII. — The  ofiening  sentence  may  be  read  as  a vague 
anticipation  of  the  modern  hypothesis,  that  knowledge,  or 
rather  the  aptitude  for  acquiring  knowledge,  becomes  de- 
veloped in  the  race,  and  is  thus  transmitted  from  parent  to 
child,  so  that  the  oflspring  of  European  parents  is  capable  of 
acquiring  a higher  degree  of  intellectual  development  than 
the  offspring  of  Australian  parents  reared  under  similar  con- 
ditions. 

Hume’s  doctrine*  that  the  mind  is  simply  the  succes- 
sion of  impressions  is  thus  formularized  at  the  close  of  the 
chapter : ‘ The  mind  in  the  act  of  thinking  is  the  things 
thought  of.’  t 

Aristotle  has  written  much  about  the  senses  in  several 
works.  The  treatise  l)e  Smm,  in  the  Parva  Xaiuralia,  is  per- 
haps the  best  source  we  can  consult ; and  it  may,  therefore, 
be  analysed  briefly  here. 

The  early  philosoj)liers  sought  in  the  four  elements,  earth, 
air,  fire,  and  water,  for  the  seveml  bodies  constituting  the 
senses.  As  there  are  five  senses,  and  only  four  elements  were 
generally  recognized,  a fifth  element  was  imagined.  What 
that  element  is,  Aristotle  does  not  say  ; elsewhere  we  learn 
it  is  the  Ether. 

I. — Vision. 

Every  one,  he  says,  believes  Vision  to  bo  of  fire ; the 
reason  is  that  men  misconceive  the  phenomenon  of  sparks 

* ITume:  Treatise  <m  Human  Nature,  WorkH,  182G,  i,  269. 
t 8a»s  B rovs  4<rriy  6 tear*  iv4py*iay  vpdyfxara  vo&v. 
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dancing  before  the  eyes  when  rubbed,  especially  iu  the  dark. 
But  if  we  cannot  deny  that  we  feel  and  see  that  which  we 
see,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  eye  sees  itself.  Now,  why 
have  we  this  sensation  only  when  the  eye  is  rubbed? 

The  explanation  offered  is  that  smooth  bodies  shine  natu- 
nilly  in  the  dark,  though  \vithout  producing  light ; now  the 
pupil  of  the  eye  is  smooth ; and  when  the  eye  is  rubbed  it 
seems  as  if  that  which  was  one  became  two.  The  rapid 
motion  makes  the  eye  which  is  seen  and  that  which  sees 
appear  ditferent.  The  phenomenon  is  not  producible  unless 
the  eye  be  rubbed  quickly,  and  in  darkness  (I  suppose  he 
means  by  darkness  the  eye  being  closed,  otherwise  the  quali- 
fication is  erroneous),  smooth  bodies  shine  no  less  than 
certain  fish  heads,  and  the  ink  of  the  cuttlefish.  When  the 
eye  is  rubbed  slowly,  the  sensation  is  not  such  as  to  make 
us  think  that  what  sees  and  what  is  seen  are  one  and  the 
same,  so  that  the  eye  may  see  itself  as  in  a mirror. 

Tliis,  it  must  be  confessed,  is  not  a fortunate  attempt  at 
explanation.  Newton,  in  one  of  his  celebrated  queries  added 
to  the  Optics,  first  clearly  stated  that  the  sparks  which  arise 
when  the  eye  is  rubbed,  ‘ arise  from  such  motions  excited  in 
the  bottom  of  the  eye  by  the  pressure  and  motion  of  the 
finger,  as  at  other  times  are  excited  there  by  light  for 
causing  vision.’  But  it  was  Johannes  Muller,  stimulated 
by  the  Farhcnlchre  of  Goethe,  who  placed  beyond  a doubt 
the  fact  that  each  special  nerve  of  sense  responds  only  in  one 
special  manner,  no  matter  how  various  may  be  the  stimuli, 
so  that  whatever  excites  the  optic  nerve  excites  a luminous 
sensation  ; whatever  excites  the  auditory  or  gustatory  nerves 
excites  sonorous  and  sapid  sensations ; and  the  pressure  on 
the  skin-ner\'c  which  excites  pain,  excites  in  the  optic  nerve 
not  pain,  but  a luminous  sensation. 

Aristotle,  knowing  nothing  of  the  properties  of  the  optic 
nerve,  could  not,  of  course,  give  an  explanation  of  the 
phenomenon.  But  his  explanation  is  better  than  that  of 
Empedocles  and  Plato,  who  hold  ‘ the  eye  to  be  of  fire.’ 
He  asks,  apropos  of  this,  ‘ If  vision  is  produced  when  light 
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passes  from  the  eye,  as  from  a lantern,  why  can  we  not  see 
in  the  darkness  ? To  pretend  that  light  is  extinguished  by 
the  darkness,  on  quitting  the  eye,  is  absurd.’ 

He  thinks  Democritus  ‘ right  in  asserting  that  the  vision 
is  “ of  water,”  but  wrong  in  asserting  it  to  be  an  image 
(appearance,  ifjupeurit),  for  the  image  is  produced  because  the 
eye  is  a smooth  surface,  and  vision  is  not  in  it,  but  in  the 
seeing  faculty.  Tlie  aftection  is  a refraction,  dvaKXatrif  ydp 
TO  TrdOos.  But  in  those  days  the  theory  of  images  and  re- 
fraction was  not  understood.  Moreover,  it  is  absurd  not  tf) 
have  asked  why  the  eye  alone  can  see,  and  not  other  bodies.’ 
‘ It  is  correct  to  say  that  vision  is  of  water ; not  because  it 
is  of  water,  but  because  it  is  diaphanous,  and  this  qufility  is 
common  to  air.  Water,  however,  retains  and  receives  it 
better  than  air,  and  that  is  why  the  pupil  and  the  eye  are  of 
water.  The  soul  is  assuredly  not  at  the  surface  of  the  eye, 
but  within ; hence  the  eye  must  be  translucent  and  capable 
of  receiving  light.  Thus  men  in  battle  wounded  near  the 
temple,  so  that  the  optic  channels  (nenes,  iropoi)  are 
divided,  have  felt  darkness  come  on  as  if  a lamp  had  been 
extinguished ; for  indeed  the  diaphanous  and  the  pupil  form 
a sort  of  lamp.’ 

‘ Thus  it  is  evident  we  must  assign  an  element  to  each 
sense,  and  say  that  the  part  of  the  eye  which  sees  is  of  water, 
that  which  hears  is  of  air,  and  that  which  smells  is  of  fire. 
Touch  is  earthy.  Taste  is  a kind  of  Touch.  The  eye  is  a 
part  of  the  brain  ; and  the  brain  is  the  moistest  and  coldest 
part  of  the  body.  Touch  and  Taste  are  connected  with  the 
heart,  which  is  the  hottest  part  of  the  body.’ 

We  have  next  an  exposition  of  Colour.  lie  defines  Light 
‘ the  colour  of  the  diaphanous  per  accidens ; ’ or,  as  he  ex- 
presses it  in  the  De  Animd,  ‘ colour  is  a movement  of  the 
diaphanous,’  which  may  be  interpreted  into  an  anticipation 
of  the  modem  undulatory  theory,  the  diaphanous  standing 
for  the  elastic  ether,  and  the  movement  being  its  undula- 
tions. 

‘ When  there  is  an  igneous  body  (tri’pciSes  ri)  in  the 
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iliapliaiioiis,  we  have  light ; when  none,  wo  have  darkness.* 
That  which  we  call  the  diaphanous  does  not  belong  ex- 
clusively to  water,  air,  and  other  bodies  which  are  translucent. 
It  is  some  conunon  nature  and  force,  which  not  existing 
separately  exists  in  these  bodies  and  in  others,  in  some  more 
and  in  some  less.’  f 

What  that  force  was  supposed  to  be  I cannot  discover 
from  the  matings  now  extant ; he  seems  to  have  considered 
it  sufficiently  described  by  its  name. 

‘ As  all  bodies  have  necessarily  a limit,  so  also  has  the 
diai)hanous,  and  this  limit  is  colour,  which  is  either  the  limit 
of  bodies,  or  at  their  limit ; and  hence  the  Pythagoreans  call 
colour  “ the  surface.”  ’ 

‘ Colour  l>cing  the  limit  of  the  diaphanous  in  a limited 
body,  it  is  possible  that  that  which  produces  light  in  the  air 
will  also  be  in  the  diaphanous  iu  limited  bodies,  or  will  not 
be  there ; and  thus,  as  in  the  air  there  maj'  be  light  or  dark- 
ness, so  in  lx)dies  there  may  be  white  and  black.  The  white 
and  black  may  be  placed  side  by  side,  so  that  both  may  be 
invisible  separately,  on  account  of  their  minuteness,  yet, 
nevertheless,  the  result  of  the  two  will  be  visible.  But  this 
result  can  be  neither  bhick  nor  white ; but  as  it  must  have 
some  colour  the  colour  will  be  a compound  of  the  two.  Tliat 
is  how  different  colrtm^  arise.  Many  colours  are  also  pro- 
duced by  the  combination  of  the  parts : thus  three  may  be 
arranged  with  two,  or  four,  and  other  combinations.  Those 
colours  which  depend  on  proportional  numbers  are  har- 
monious, such  as  j)urple  and  scarlet.’  | 


* Tri.esio  held  Li^<ht  to  be  visible  heat  — lux  calorie  ejiccios  ost— which  is 
by  the  colours  of  the  objects  through  which  it  fMisscs. — De  /^trvm  yif/t/ra, 
1586,  vii.  292-3.  This  U a much  more  su^H'rficiiil  view  than  that  of  Aristotle; 
and  the  same  may  be  said  of  must  of  his  deviations  from  the  doctrines  of  the 
SlAgiritc. 

f iAXd  rls  4(rri  Koirh  ^veit  ifol  ovk  f<rriv,  fv  rouioii  8*  ^<rrl 

sal  roif  aw^iatTiv  ivxmapx*!,  To*y  plv  ^ulXAor  toTj  8*  frrror. 

\ For  un  elaborate  oxixtsition  of  the  views  held  by  the  ancients  on  the  subject 
of  colour,  see  Pkaxtl  : Arh/otf/rs  tiVr  <iie  Farlpcn^  crlHuttrt  durvh  eine  Vrfxrsicht 
FarfMtikhrr  der  AiUn,  Munich,  1849.  Hut  jxrhnps  tho  most  intelligible 
account  is  that  given  by  Uoktub  : Otschkhte  der  Farbcnhhre,  IVerAr,  xxxix. 
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II. — Taste  and  Smell. 

‘ These  have  great  similarity,  though  produced  in  different 
organs.  The  nature  of  flavours  is  more  evident  than  that 
of  otlours,  because  our  sense  of  smell  is  less  keen  than  it  is 
in  other  animals ; on  the  other  hand,  we  have  Touch  more 
sensitive  than  any  other  animal,  and  Taste  is  a kind  of 
Touch. 

‘ Although  water  is  insipid  by  nature,  it  is  necessary  that 
water  should  contain  all  flavours  which  escape  our  perception 
on  account  of  their  feebleness  ; or  that  it  should  contain  a 
matter  which  is  the  germ  of  aU  flavours ; or  finally,  that 
water  having  no  difference  of  flavour  in  it,  the  cause  is  heat. 
Thus  the  flavour  of  fruit  is  developed  by  heat.  All  the 
flavours  to  be  found  in  fruits  are  to  be  found  also  in  the 
earth.  At  le;ist  the  ancients  thought  that  water  varied  with 
the  soils  through  which  it  passed,  which  is  evident  from  salt 
waters,  as  salt  is  also  a kind  of  earth.*  Thus  water  filtered 
through  cinders  contracts  a bitter  histe,  and  so  of  the  rest. 
We  may  hence  see  why  plants  have  their  various  flavours ; 
for  moisture,  like  everything  else,  is  modified  by  its  opposite, 
and  dryness  is  the  opposite  of  moisture.  Thus  moisture  is 
modified  by  fire,  for  fire  is  by  nature  dry.  Thus  when  some- 
thing sapid  is  dissolved  in  water,  the  water  becomes  sapid ; 
and  in  the  same  way  nature  acts  upon  the  dry  element,  and 
the  earthy  element : it  filters  the  moisture  through  the  dry 
and  earthy,  setting  it  in  motion  by  heat,  and  giving  it  all 
the  necessary  qualities.  This  modification  of  moisture  is 
flavour.’ 

‘ As  various  colours  ariso  from  tlie  combinations  of  black 
and  white,  so  various  flavours  arise  from  the  combinations  of 
sweet  and  bitter ; and  these  combinations  may  lx;  projjortional 
or  indefinite.  Those  which  are  agreeable  dejxjnd  on  nu- 
merical proportion.  The  kinds  of  flavour  resemble  those  of 
colour  : both  are  seven  in  number.’ 

* Who  tho«o  aticionU?  Tin*  ctjmmentators  declare  that  MsTnoDORrs  and 
Akax.iooua-h  are  alluded  to.  Perluips  so;  yet  (ho  opinion  may  be  found  very 
distinctly  expressed  by  IIirpocuATRs:  Dc  Acre,  Locis  ct  Aqui*. 
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‘ Odours  are  perceptible  in  air  and  water ; they  are  trans- 
mitted by  the  diaphanous  which  is  common  both  to  air  and 
water.  That  water  alone  suflSces  is  proved  by  the  fact  that 
fish  have  the  sense  of  smell.  Odour  is  dry  flavour  con- 
veyed by  the  moisture  in  air  and  water.  All  sapid  bodies  are 
odorous.’ 

III. — Hearing. 

Either  Aristotle  forgot  to  include  Hearing  in  this  treatise, 
or  else  the  chapter  has  been  lost.  But  his  views  are  ex- 
pressed in  the  De  Animd  (ii.  8),  from  which  we  may  borrow 
tbom  in  a compressed  form. 

‘ Sound  is  both  potential  and  actual ; for  we  say  that  some 
bodies,  such  as  sponge,  wool,  &c.,  ore  without  sound,  and 
others,  as  brass,  wood,  hard  and  smooth  bodies,  have  sound, 
because  able  to  make  sound  actual  by  the  action  of  the.  medium 
between  the  object  and  the  ear.  Actual  sound  is  the  result  of 
something  in  relation  to  Bomethiug,  and  in  something ; for 
its  cause  is  percussion.  But  with  only  one  body  there  can 
be  no  jKjrcussion  ; so  that  the  sonorous  object  sounds  by  its 
relation  to  another.  Withont  movement  there  can  be  no 
percussion,  and  sound  is  not  produced  by  the  percussion  of 
every  substance  ; and  hollow  bodies  create,  by  reflex,  many 
IHjrcussions  after  tlie  first,  owing  to  the  medium  within  them 
having  been  set  in  motion  and  being  unable  to  escape. 
Sound  is  audible  in  air,  and  less  distinctly  in  water.*  But 
neither  air  nor  water  can  be  the  cause  of  sound,  since  there 
must  l)e  a percussion  of  solid  bodies  against  each  other  and 
ag-ainst  the  air.’ 

‘ A vacuum  is  justly  called  the  lord  of  hearing  {icvpiov 
Tov  axovety),  for  the  air  appears  to  be  a vacuum,  and  when 
moving  continuously  creates  hearing.  But  being  veiy  dif- 
fluent, it  gives  out  no  sound,  tmless  when  that  which  is  jkt- 
cussed  is  smooth : in  this  case  the  air  becomes  uniform  over 

* An  error  which  ohsen’ation  might  have  gimnled  against ; since  very  simple 
oxperionoo  hIiowts  water  to  be  ii  In-lter  cooductor  of  sound  than  air.  The  %'elocity 
with  which  sound  traverses  water  has  been  calcuhitod  as  four  times  its  velocity 
througli  uir. 
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its  surface,  for  the  surface  of  a smooth  body  is  one.  Every 
sonorous  body  sets  in  motion  the  air  which  is,  by  continuity, 
one  with  the  organ  of  hearing  ; and  sound  being  in  the  air, 
the  air  without  the  organ  sets  in  motion  the  air  within.  An 
animal,  therefore,  does  not  hear  in  every  part,  for  every  part 
does  not  contain  air.  The  air  itself,  owing  to  its  diffluencc, 
is  without  sound ; but  when  confined,  its  motion  produces 
sound.  The  air  witliin  the  ear  is  so  immured  as  to  be  in- 
capable of  escape ; * and  this,  in  order  that  the  sense  may 
perceive  accurately  all  variations  of  its  movement.  And 
thus  we  are  enabled  to  hear  in  water ; for  the  water  cannot 
gain  access  to  the  congenital  air,  or  pass  through  the  con- 
volutions of  the  ear.  The  ear  is  constantly  giving  out  sound, 
as  a horn  does ; for  the  air  within  it  is  continually  moving 
in  some  peculiar  manner.  Hence  we  speak  of  hearing  by  a 
vacuum  and  something  resonant,  because  we  hear  by  the 
part  which  contains  the  air  confined  within  it.’ 


IV. — Sensation  in  general. 

Having  passed  the  Senses  in  review,  he  then  touches  on 
certain  general  questions  relative  to  sensation.  And  first  of 
its  divisibility  ad  infinitum. 

If  bodies  are  infinitely  divisible,  are  the  impressions  they 
make  on  us  equally  so?  This  question  Aristotle  answers 
with  manifest  superiority  over  Sir  William  Hamilton,  who, 
probably  from  an  vmsuspected  reminiscence,  has  used  the 

♦ The  transliition  in  the  text  came  spoutanennsly  from  my  pen,  bocauBO  I was 
not  aware  that  tbo  language  of  Aristotle  had  puzzled  the  commentators.  (See 
TnKNDKi.Eyiiuna,  p.  386,  for  an  example.)  The  sense  is  so  plain  that  I cannot 
even  now  compre  hend  how  it  hu.s  been  missed.  Aristotle  snys  the  air  in  the  ear 
is  immoveable  or  unmoved,  hx\virTos\  immohilU  is  Bcssrmakku's  translation, 
immoreuUf  is  Cv>lliku’s.  Yet  inasmuch  as  the  movement  of  this  air  is  mentioned 
immediately  afterwards,  the  verbal  contradiction  is  glaring;  yet  it  is  only  verbal. 
If  we  sup{x>so  that  heitn^ros  has  reference  to  the  air  which  iv  toii  iciw 
Z6iirrrat  (is  immured  within  the  ears),  the  meaning  is  obvious  enough.  A man  is 
said  to  be  immoveable  from  his  studio  or  bureau  without  any  imputation  on  bis 
power  of  movement ; but  commi  ntators,  boggling  at  small  contrailictions,  and 
passing  by  great  ones  without  remark,  would  point  out  that  a man  cannot  be  im- 
movc’uble  if  ho  move  at  all. 
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very  same  illustrations  to  justify  his  Own  doctrine  of  ‘ latent 
consciousness.’  That  our  consciousness  may  arise  out  of  un- 
conscious modifications  is  evident,  according  to  Hamilton,  in 
the  fact  of  a minimum  v-imhle,  which  is  the  smallest  surface 
that  can  be  seen : ‘ It  is  plain  that  if  we  divide  this  minimum 
vmhh  into  two  parts,  neither  lialf  can  by  itself  be  an  object 
of  vision  or  visual  consciousness.  They  are,  severally  and 
apart,  to  consciousness  as  zero.  But  it  is  evident  that  each 
p.ort  must  have  produced  in  us  a certain  modification,  real 
though  tmperceived,  for  as  the  perceived  whole  is  nothing 
but  the  union  of  unpcrceived  halves,  so  the  perception  is  only 
the  sum  of  the  two  modifications,  each  of  which  severally 
eludes  our  consciousness.’  * 

The  fallacy  of  this  argument  may  be  disclosed  in  a counter 
illustration  : the  stick  which  at  a distance  of  three  feet  just 
touches  us,  and  produces  the  sensation  of  contact,  will  no 
longer  produce  that  sensation  if  broken  in  half,  and  held 
towards  us  at  a distance  of  three  feet : it  will  not  affect  our 
consciousness  at  all : the  two  halves  thus  pointed  towards  us 
do  not  produce  modifications  in  our  consciousness  the  sum 
of  which  is  perceived  when  the  whole  touches  us.  Hamilton’s 
mistake  lies  in  the  vague  conception  of  a 7ninimum  risible, 
which  being  the  extreme  point  of  visual  consciousness,  any- 
thing beyond  that  extreme  must  necessarily  pass  altogether 
bej'ond  the  sjihere  of  consciousness.  It  does  not  become 
latent ; for  consciousness  it  becomes  Tion-cristent.  The  dif- 
ference in  degree  has  amounted  to  a difference  in  kind. 

Aristotle  justly  says  that  the  sensible  qualities  are  named 
such  because  they  produce  sensation.  ‘ All  magnitude  is 
necessarily  sensible.  Were  it  otherwise  there  would  be 
bodies  which  had  no  colour,  no  weight,  nor  any  other  quality, 
and  which  consequently  would  not  be  perceptible  to  us,  since 
it  is  by  such  qualities  that  we  have  perception.  But  the 
sensible  is  composed  of  sensible  qualities,  and  assuredly  not 

* riAMiLToy ; lecturrs  on  Mftaphr/sies,  1859,  i.  360.  It  is  strange  that  neither 
the  erudite  Unmilton,  nor  his  erudite  editors,  should  have  mentioned  Aristotle  in 
this  place. 
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of  ruatlioniatical  definitions.*'  How  do  we  form  any  judg- 
ment of  sensible  things?  By  the  intellect?  But  the  ideas 
are  only  possible  when  based  on  sensations.  The  solution  of 
these  questions  makes  manifest  why  the  kinds  of  colour, 
taste,  &c.,  are  limited,  or  finite.  It  is  because  in  all  things 
which  have  extremes  there  must  also  be  intermediate  points 
of  limitation ; now  contraries  are  extremes,  and  in  all  sen- 
sible impressions  there  are  contraries,  as  white  and  black  in 
colour,  sweet  and  bitter  in  taste.  A body  that  is  continuous 
therefore  may  be  infinitely  divided  into  unequal  parts,  but  its 
divisibilitj'  into  equal  parts  is  finite.  That  which  is  not  con- 
tinuous as  a whole  has  its  parts  (s^jecies)  finitely  divisible. 
Since  we  call  the  sensible  qualities  species,  and  they  are 
always  continuous,  we  must  distinguish  between  the  actual 
and  ‘potcniial ; and  hence  we  do  not  see  the  millionth  part 
when  we  see  the  million,  nor  do  we  hear  the  quarter-tone 
when  we  hear  the  melody;  the  interval  is  impercci)tible  and 
is  lost  in  other  sounds.  It  is  the  same  with  the  infinitely 
little  in  other  sensibles  : they  arc  jwtcntially  visible,  but  not 
actually  visible  when  isolated. t Thus  the  line  of  one  foot  is 
potentially  in  the  line  of  two  feet ; but  exists  actually  only 
when  alone.  The  infinitely  small  qualities  are  lost  in  sur- 
rounding bodies,  as  drops  of  perfume  poured  into  the  sea. 
This  infinitely  little  which  transcends  sensation  is  neither 
sensible  in  itself  nor  by  itself,  for  it  is  only  sensible  imteu- 
tially  in  the  larger  quantity.’ 

I have  preserved  the  Aristotelian  phraseology,  but  the 
reader  will  find  little  difficulty  in  disengaging  tlie  meaning, 
and  will  perceive  how  this  distinction  of  the  potentially  and 
actually  visible  agrees  with  and  yet  rises  su2wrior  to  Hamil- 
ton’s idea  of  our  being  unconsciously  modified  by  that  which 


* ira«' cTrai  fi4y*$os  oKaBriroif'  iZvyaroy  yitp  ktvKoy  ftly  dpav  fjt^  Tochy  8«* 
cuTVS,  4y9ix^^‘^*  tlvai  rt  ffufia  nn^^y  $<^pos,  &KXo  ri 

rotovTov  irdBot'  &<rr*  ovS"  euirBrirhy  SAwy*  raxha  ykp  ri  cdffBrjrd.  Tb  &p*  altrBrtrhy 
IdTOi  ffvyK*ln*yoy  ovtt  alcBifruy.  'AAA*  iLyayKaTuy  ov  ydp  8^  f$c  yt  rwy  ftadrjua- 
riKwy.  vi.  445. 

t iiydfut  yiip  6pard,  ^yfpytlq.  8’  ot/,  Stay 
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never  reaches  the  consciousness,  so  that  two  zeros  may  make 
an  unit. 

In  the  concluding  chapter  he  enters  upon  the  question 
whether  we  can  have  two  different  sensations  in  the  same 
instant  of  time ; a question  of  some  psychological  interest. 
He  answers  it  in  the  negative. 

In  reviewing  Aristotle’s  opinions  on  the  Senses,  it  is 
requisite  to  bear  in  mind  that  he  was  whoUy  without  the 
anatomical  and  physiological,  no  less  than  the  physical  and 
chemical  knowledge,  which  could  have  given  an  assured 
basis  to  his  speculations.  It  is  a subject  which,  even  in  our 
own  day  after  so  much  laborious  inquiry,  is  only  beginning 
to  be  understood ; and  the  psychologist  will  have  many 
years  yet  to  wait,  before  science  furnishes  him  with  the  data 
he  requires. 

I must  not  linger  longer  over  Aristotle,  the  more  so  as  his 
researches  in  Physics  and  Biology  have  been  handled  by  me  in 
some  detail  in  the  work  already  mentioned.  There  I have 
pointed  out  how  his  reliance  on  erperience  and  induction 
led  him  to  fruitful  results,  and  how  the  a priori  Method  sub- 
stituted for  observation  and  induction  led  him  into  error. 
The  combination  of  the  two  tendencies  is  very  noticeable  in 
his  works.  It  prevents  his  being  clear  and  consistent,  but 
it  gives  his  works  a singular  prestige.  All  schools  find  dicta 
there.  All  opinions  seem  more  or  less  anticipated.  He 
stimulates  the  activity  of  his  readers,  provokes  them  by  his 
obscurity  and  irreconcilable  assertions,  and  imposes  on  them 
by  tlie  weight  of  his  intellect,  so  that  they  cannot  help 
fancying  he  had  some  profoimd  meaning  in  sentences  which 
were  mere  guesses,  incapable  of  proof.  They  meet  with 
many  passages  .which  light  up  whole  tracks  of  inquiry,  and 
many  subtle  distinctions  which  have  taken  their  place  in 
philosophy,  as  for  example  that  of  the  primary  and  secondary 
qualities  of  body  ; and  they  naturally  suppose  that  passages 
obscure  to  them  have  an  imier  light. 

The  contribution  of  Aristotle  to  the  historical  evolution  of 
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Science  was  considerable,  although  his  special  inquiries  were 
seldom  successful.  He  instituted  the  important  science  of 
Logic ; directed  men’s  attention  to  the  necessity  of  exa- 
mining the  grounds  of  knowledge  and  the  forms  of  thought. 
He  also  made  philosophy  embrace  all  topics  of  rational  re- 
search. But  his  crowning  glory  was  the  impulse  he  gave  to 
the  purely  scientific  spirit  by  his  constant  appeal  to  Experi- 
ence as  the  source  of  knowledge,  and  his  insistance  on  the 
methods  of  Observation  and  Induction.  If  his  teaching 
fostered  the  vexatious  quibbling  of  schoolmen,  it  also  fostered 
the  scientific  research  of  the  Arabs.  Both  tendencies  are 
more  or  less  due  to  his  iufluence,  and  hence  it  is  that  his 
mighty  intellect  may  justly  be  regarded  as  the  dominant 
power  in  all  subsequent  speculation,  till  the  rise  of  tlie 
modem  schools. 
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Socrates  appeared  during  the  reign  of  scepticism.  The 
various  tentatives  of  the  early  thinkers  had  all  ended  in 
a scepticism,  which  was  turned  to  dexterous  use  by  the 
Sophists.  Socrates  escaped  this  scepticism  by  a new  deve- 
lopment of  Method.  Armed  with  this  instrument,  he  with- 
drew men  from  metaphysical  speculations  about  Nature, 
which  had  led  them  into  the  inextricable  confusion  of  doubt. 
He  bade  them  look  at  man.  Moral  Philosophy  took  the 
place  of  physical  and  metaphysical  speculation.  The  Cyre- 
naics  and  the  Cynics  attempted  to  carry  out  his  method ; 
hut,  as  they  did  so  in  a one-sided  manner,  their  endeavour 
was  only  partially  successful. 

Plato,  the  youngest  and  most  remarkable  of  the  disciples 
of  Socrates,  accepted  the  Method,  and  applied  it  more  widely. 
Nevertheless  Ethics  furnished  the  most  important  of  his 
speculations.  Physics  were  subordinate  to  and  illustrative  of 
Ethics.  The  Truth — the  God-like  existence — which  he  for 
ever  besought  men  to  contemplate  that  they  might  share  it, 
had  always  an  ethical  object : it  was  sought  by  man  for  his 
own  perfection.  How  to  live  in  a manner  resembling  the 
Gods,  was  the  fundamental  problem  which  he  set  himself  to 
solve.  But  there  was  a germ  of  scientific  speculation  in 
his  philosophy,  and  this  germ  was  developed  by  his  pupil, 
Aristotle. 

The  difierence  between  Socrates  and  Aristotle  is  immense : 
Plato,  however,  fills  up  the  interval.  In  Plato  we  see  the 
transition-point  of  development,  both  in  Method  and  in  Doc- 
trine. Metaphysical  speculations  are  intimately  connected 
with  those  of  Ethics.  In  Aristotle,  Ethics  only  form  one 
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branch  of  pliilospphy : the  other  branches  usurp  the  larger 
share  of  his  attention. 

One  result  of  Aristotle’s  labours  was  precisely  this : he 
brought  Philosophy  roxind  again  to  that  condition  from 
which  Socrates  had  wrested  it ; he  opened  the  world  again 
to  speculation. 

Was  then  the  advent  of  Socrates  nullified?  No.  The 
Socratic  Epoch  conferred  the  double  benefit  on  humanity  of 
having  first  brought  to  light  the  importance  of  Ethical 
Philosophy,  and  of  having  substituted  a new  and  incom- 
parably better  Instrument  for  the  one  employed  by  the  early 
si^eculators.  That  Instrument  sufficed  for  several  centuries. 

In  Aristotle’s  systematization  of  the  Method,  and,  above 
all,  ill  his  bringing  Physics  and  Metaphysics  again  into  the 
region  of  Inquiry,  he  paved  the  way  for  a new  epoch — the 
ejioch  of  Scepticism ; not  indeed  the  unmethodical  Scepti- 
cism of  helpless  baffled  gnessers,  like  that  which  preceded 
Socrates ; but  the  methodical  and  dogmatic  exposure  of  tlie 
vanity  of  philosophy. 
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Second  Crisis  in  Philosophy — The  radical  imperfection 
of  the  Subjective  Method  again  becomes  manifest  in 
the  impossibility  of  applying  its  criterion. 


CHAPTER  I. 

THE  SCEPTICS. 

§ I.  Pteeho. 

IN  the  curious  train  which  accompanied  the  expedition  of 
Alexander  into  India,  there  was  a serious,  reflective  mim, 
who  followed  him  from  a piuely  philosophical  interest : that 
man  was  Pjrrho,  the  founder  of  the  Sceptical  philosophy. 
Conversing  with  the  Gymnosophists  of  India,  he  must  have 
been  struck  with  their  devout  faith  in  doctrines  so  unusual 
to  him ; and  this  spectacle  of  a race  of  wise  and  studious 
men  believing  a strange  creed,  and  acting  upon  their  belief, 
may  have  led  him  to  reflect  on  the  nature  of  belief  in  general. 
He  had  already,  by  the  philosophy  of  Democritus,  been  led 
to  question  the  origin  of  knowledge ; he  had  learned  to 
doubt ; and  now  this  doubt  became  irresistible. 

On  his  return  to  Elis  he  became  remarked  for  the  practical 
philosophy  which  he  inculcated,  and  the  simiflicity  of  his 
life.  The  profound  and  absolute  scepticism  with  which  lie 
regarded  all  speculative  doctrines,  had  the  same  efiect  upon 
him  as  upon  Socrates  : it  made  him  insist  wholly  on  moral 
doctrines.  He  was  resigned  and  tranquil,  accepting  life  as 
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he  found  it,  and  guiding  himself  by  the  general  precepts  of 
common-sense.  Socrates,  on  the  contrary,  was  uneasy,  rest- 
less, perpetually  questioning  himself  and  others,  despising 
metaphysical  speculations,  but  eager  for  truth.  Pyrrho,  dis- 
satisfied with  all  the  attempts  of  his  predecessors  to  solve 
the  great  problems  they  had  set  to  themselves,  declared  the 
problems  to  be  insoluble.  Socrates  was  also  dissatisfied  : 
he  too  declared  that  he  knew  nothing;  but  his  doubt  was 
an  active,  eager,  questioning  doubt,  used  as  a stimulus  to 
investigation,  not  accepted  as  a final  result  of  all  investi- 
gation. The  doubt  of  PjTrho  was  a reprobation  of  all  philo- 
sophy ; the  doubt  of  Socrates  was  the  opening  through 
which  a new  philosophy  was  to  be  established.  Their  lives 
accorded  with  their  doctrines.  Pynho,  the  grand  Priest 
of  Elis,  lived  and  died  in  happiness,  peace,  and  universal 
esteem.*  Socrates  lived  in  perpetual  warfare,  was  always 
misunderstood,  was  ridiculed  as  a sophist,  and  jxjrished  as  a 
blasphemer. 

The  precise  doctrines  of  Pyrrho  it  is  now  hopeless  to 
attempt  to  recover.  Even  in  antiquity  they  were  so  mixed 
up  with  those  of  his  followers,  that  it  was  found  impossible 
to  separate  them.  We  are  forced,  therefore,  to  speak  of  the 
sceptical  doctrines  as  they  are  collected  and  systematized  by 
that  acute  and  admirable  writer,  Sextus  Empiricus. 

The  stronghold  of  Scepticism  is  impregnable.  It  is  this  : 
There  is  no  criterion  of  truth.  Plato  had  propounded  his 
Ideal  Theory,  Aristotle  refuted  it  by  proving  it  to  be  purely 
subjective.  But  then  the  theory  of  Demonstration,  which 
Aristotle  placed  in  its  stead,  was  not  that  equally  subjective  ? 
What  was  this  boasted  Logic,  but  the  systematic  arrange- 
ment of  Ideas  obtained  originally  through  Sense  ? Accord- 
ing to  Aristotle,  knowledge  could  only  be  a knowledge  of 
phenomena ; although  ho  too  wished  to  make  out  a science 
of  Causes.  And  what  axe  Phenomena?  Phenomena  are 

* All  the  stories  about  him  which  pretend  to  illustrate  the  effects  of  his  seep^ 
ticism  in  real  life  are  too  trivial  for  refutation,  being  obviously  the  invention  of 
those  who  thought  Pyrrho  ought  to  have  been  consequent  in  absurdity. 

VOL.  I.  Z 
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the  Appearances  of  things.  But  where  exists  the  criterion 
of  the  truth  of  these  Appearances  ? IIow  are  we  to  ascertain 
tlie  exactitude  of  the  accordance  of  these  Appearances  with 
the  Things  of  which  they  are  Appearances?  We  know  full 
well  that  Things  appear  differently  to  us  at  different  times  ; 
appear  differently  to  different  individuals ; appear  differently 
to  different  animals.  Are  any  of  these  Appearances  true  ? 
If  so,  which  are  ? and  hoiv  do  you  know  which  are  true? 

Moreover  reflect  on  this : We  have  five  senses,  each  of 
which  re'veals  to  us  a different  quality  in  the  object.  Thus 
an  Apple  is  presented  to  us : we  see  it,  smell  it,  feel  it,  taste 
it,  hear  it  bitten ; and  the  sight,  smell,  feeling,  taste,  and 
sound,  are  five  different  Appearances — five  different  Aspects 
under  which  we  perceive  the  Thing.  If  we  had  three  Senses 
more,  the  Thing  would  have  three  qualities  more  ; it  would 
present  three  more  Appeanuiccs : if  we  had  three  Senses 
less,  the  Thing  would  have  but  three  qiialities  less.  Are 
these  qualities  wholly  and  entirely  dependent  uixui  our 
Senses,  or  do  they  really  appertain  to  the  Thing?  And 
do  they  all  appertain  to  it,  or  only  some  of  them?  iTie 
differences  of  the  impressions  made  on  different  people  seem 
to  prove  that  the  qualities  of  things  are  dependent  on  the 
Senses.  These  differences  at  any  rate  show  that  things  do 
not  present  one  miiform  series  of  Appearances. 

All  we  can  say  with  truth  is,  that  Things  appear  to  us  in 
such  and  such  a manner.  That  we  have  Sensations  is  true ; 
but  we  cannot  say  that  our  Sensations  are  true  images  of  the 
Things.  That  the  Apple  we  have  is  brilliant,  round,  odorous 
and  sweet,  may  be  very  true,  if  we  mean  that  it  a]>pears 
such  to  oiu-  senses ; but,  to  keener  or  duller  vision,  scent,  tact, 
and  taste,  it  may  be  dull,  rugged,  offensive,  and  insipid. 

Amidst  this  confusion  of  sensuous  impressions.  Philo- 
sophers pretend  to  distinguish  the  true  from  the  false  ; they 
assert  that  Reason  is  the  Criterion : Reason  distinguishes. 
Plato  and  Aristotle  are  herein  agreed.  Very  well,  reply  the 
Sceptics,  Ib'ason  is  your  Criterion.  But  what  i>roof  have  you 
that  this  Criterion  itself  distinguishes  truly  ? You  must  not 
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return  to  Sense : that  has  been  already  given  up ; you  must 
rely  upon  Reason;  and  we  ask  you  what  proof  have  you 
that  your  Reason  never  errs?  what  proof  have  yon  that  it 
is  ever  correct.  A Criterion  is  wanted  for  your  Criterion ; and 
so  on  ad  infinitum. 

The  Sceptics  maintain  that  because  our  knowledge  is  only 
the  knowledge  of  Phenomena,  and  not  at  all  of  Noumena — 
because  we  onl}'  know  Things  as  they  appear  to  us,  not  as 
they  really  are — all  attempt  to  penetrate  the  mystery  of 
Existence  must  be  vain ; for  the  attempt  can  only  be  made 
on  appearances.  But,  although  absolute  Truth  is  not  at- 
tainable by  man,  although  there  cannot  be  a science  of 
Being,  there  can  be  a science  of  Appearances.  The  Pheno- 
mena, they  admit,  are  true  as  Phenomena.  What  we  have 
to  do  is  therefore  to  observe  and  classify  Phenomena ; to 
trace  in  them  the  resemblances  of  coexistence  and  succes- 
sion, to  trace  the  connections  of  cause  and  effect ; and,  having 
done  this,  we  shall  have  founded  a Science  of  Appearances 
adequate  to  our  wants. 

But  the  age  in  which  the  Sceptics  lived  was  not  ripe  for 
such  a conception  : accordingly,  having  proved  the  impossi- 
bility of  a science  of  Being,  they  supposed  that  they  had 
established  the  impossibility  of  all  Science,  and  had  de- 
stroyed all  groimds  of  certitude.  It  is  worthy  of  remark 
that  modern  Sceptics  have  added  nothing  which  is  not 
implied  in  the  principles  of  the  Pyrrhonists.  The  arguments 
by  which  Hume  thought  he  destroyed  all  the  groimds  of 
certitude  are  differently  stated  from  those  of  Pyrrho,  but 
not  differently  founded ; and  they  may  be  answered  in  the 
same  way. 

Tlie  Sceptics  had  only  a negative  doctrine ; consequently, 
only  a negative  influence.  They  corrected  the  tendency  of 
the  mind  towards  accepting  its  conclusions  as  adequate  ex- 
pressions of  the  facts ; they  served  to  moderate  the  impe- 
tuosity of  the  speculative  spirit ; they  showed  that  the 
pretended  Philosophy  of  the  day  was  not  so  firmly  fixed 
as  its  professors  supposed.  It  is  curious,  indeed,  to  have 
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witnessed  the  gigantic  efforts  of  a Socrates,  a Plato,  and  an 
Aristotle,  towards  the  reconstruction  of  Philosophy,  which 
the  Sophists  had  brought  to  ruins — a reconstruction,  too, 
on  different  ground — and  then  to  witness  the  hand  of  the 
iconoclast  smiting  down  that  image,  to  witness  the  pitiless 
logic  of  the  Sceptic  undermining  that  laboriously-constructed 
edifice,  leaving  notliing  in  its  place  but  another  heap  of  ruins, 
like  that  from  which  the  edifice  was  built ; for,  not  only  did 
the  Sceptics  refute  the  notion  that  a knowledge  of  Appear- 
ances could  ever  become  a knowledge  of  Existence,  not  only 
did  they  exhibit  the  fallacious  nature  of  sensation,  and  the 
want  of  certitude  in  the  affirmations  of  Season,  they  also 
attacked  and  destroyed  the  main  positions  of  that  Method 
which  was  to  supply  the  ground  of  certitude ; they  attacked 
Induction  and  Definitions. 

Of  Induction,  Sextus,  in  one  brief,  pregnant  chapter,  writes 
thus : — ‘ Induction  is  the  conclusion  of  the  Universal  from  in- 
dividual things.  But  this  Induction  can  only  be  correct  in  as 
far  as  all  the  individual  things  agree  with  the  Universal. 
This  universality  must  therefore  be  verified  before  the  Induc- 
tion can  be  made : a single  case  to  the  contrary  would  de- 
stroy the  truth  of  the  Induction.’* 

We  will  illustrate  this  by  an  example.  The  whiteness  of 
swans  shall  be  the  Induction.  Swans  are  said  to  be  white 
because  all  the  individual  swans  we  may  have  seen  are  white. 
Here  the  Universal  (whiteness)  seems  induced  from  the  parti- 
culars ; and  it  is  true  in  as  far  as  all  particular  swans  are 
white.  But  there  are  a few  black  swans ; one  of  these  parti- 
cular black  swans  is  sufficient  to  destroy  the  former  Induc- 
tion. If,  therefore,  says  Sextus,  you  are  not  able  to  verily 
the  agreement  of  the  universal  with  every  particular,  i.  e.  if 
you  are  not  able  to  prove  that  there  is  no  swan  not  black, 
you  are  unable  to  draw  a certain  and  accurate  Induction. 
That  you  cannot  make  this  verification  is  obvious. 

In  the  next  chapter  Sextus  examines  Definitions.  He 

» Pyrrhon.  Hypot.  toI.  ii.  c.  xv.  p.  94.  Tho  edition  I nee  ii  the  Purin  folio  of 
1621,  the  first  of  the  Greek  text. 
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pronounces  them  perfectly  useless.  If  wo  know  the  thing 
we  define,  we  do  not  comprehend  it  because  of  the  definition, 
but  we  impose  on  it  the  definition  because  we  know  it ; and 
if  we  are  ignorant  of  the  thing  we  would  define,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  define  it. 

Although  the  Sceptics  destroyed  the  dogmatism  of  their 
predecessors,  they  did  not  substitute  any  dogmatism  of  their 
own  in  its  place.  The  nature  of  their  scepticism  is  happily 
characterized  by  Sextus  in  his  comparison  of  them  with 
Democritus  and  Protagoras.  Democritus  had  insisted  on 
the  uncertainty  of  sense-knowledge ; but  he  concluded 
therefrom  that  objects  had  no  qualities  at  all  resembling 
those  known  to  us  through  sensation.  The  Sceptics  con- 
tented themselres  with  pointing  out  the  uncertainty,  but 
did  not  pronounce  decisively  whether  the  qualities  existed 
objectively  or  not. 

Protagoras  also  insisted  on  the  imcertainty,  and  de- 
clared man  to  be  the  measure  of  truth.  He  supposed 
that  there  was  a constant  relation  between  the  trans- 
formations of  matter  and  those  of  sensation ; but  these 
suppositions  he  atfirmed  dogmatically;  to  the  Sceptic  they 
were  uncertain. 

This  general  incertitude  often  betrayed  the  Sceptics  into 
ludicrous  dilemmas,  of  which  many  specimens  have  been 
preserved.  Thus  they  said,  ‘ We  assert  nothing — no,  not 
even  that  we  assert  nothing.’  But  if  the  reader  wishes  to 
see  this  distinction  between  a thing  seeming  and  a thing 
being,  ridiculed  with  a truly  comic  gusto,  he  should  turn  to 
Moli^re’s  Mariage  Force,  act  i.  sc.  8.  Such  follies  form  no 
portion  of  our  subject,  and  we  leave  them  with  some  plea- 
sure to  direct  our  attention  to  more  worthy  efforts  of  human 
ingenuity. 


Digitized  by  Google 


.3-12 


CHAPTER  II. 

THE  EPICUHEAES. 

§ I.  Epicueu.3. 

The  Epicureans  are  condemned  in  tlieir  names.  "We 
before  noticed  how  the  meaning  attached  to  the  name 
of  Sophist  inadvertently  gives  a bias  to  every  judgment  of 
the  School,  and  renders  it  extremely  difficult  to  conceive 
the  members  of  that  School  otherwise  than  as  shameless 
rogues.  Equally  difficult  is  it  to  shake  off  the  influence  of  as- 
sociation with  respect  to  the  Epicureans ; although  historians 
are  now  pretty  well  agreed  in  believing  Epicurus  to  have  been 
a man  of  pure  and  virtuous  Ufe,  and  one  whose  doctrines  were 
moderate  and  really  inculcating  abstemiousness. 

Epiciu'us  was  born  01.  109  (b.c.  342),  at  Samos,  according 
to  some ; at  Gargettus,  in  the  vicinity  of  Athens,  according 
to  others.  His  parents  were  poor,  his  father  a teacher  of 
grammar.  At  a very  early  age,  he  tells  us,  his  iihilosophical 
career  began  : so  early  as  his  thirteenth  year.  But  we  miist 
not  misunderstand  this  statement.  He  dates  his  career  from 
those  first  questionings  which  occupy  and  perplex  most 
young  minds,  especially  those  of  any  superior  capacity.  He 
doubtless  refers  to  that  period  when,  boy-like,  he  puzzled  his 
teacher  with  a question  beyond  that  teacher’s  power. 
Hearing  the  verse  of  Hesiod  wherein  all  things  are  said  to 
arise  from  Chaos,  Epicurus  asked,  ‘ And  whence  came 
Chaos  ? ’ 

‘ Whence  came  Chaos  ? ’ Is  not  this  the  sort  of  question 
to  occupy  the  active  mind  of  a boy?  Is  it  not  by  such 
questions  that  wo  are  all  led  into  philosophy  P To  philosophy 
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he  waa  referred  for  an  explanation.  The  writings  of  Demo- 
critus fell  in  his  way,  and  were  eagerly  studied  ; the  writings 
of  others  followed ; and,  his  vocation  being  fixed,  he  sought 
instruction  from  many  masters.  But  from  all  these  masters 
he  could  gain  no  solid  convictions.  They  gave  him  hints ; 
and  working  upon  the  materials  they  furnished,  he  produced 
a system  of  his  own,  by  which  we  presume  he  justified  liis 
claim  to  being  self-taught. 

His  early  years  were  agitated  and  unsettled.  He  visited 
Athens  at  eighteen,  but  remained  there  only  one  year.  He 
then  passed  to  Colophon,  Mitylene,  and  Lampsacus.  He 
returned  to  Athens  in  his  six-and-thirtieth  year,  and  there 
opened  a school,  over  which  he  presided  till  his  death,  01. 
127  (b.c.  272). 

The  place  he  chose  for  his  school  was  the  famous  Garden, 
a spot  pleasantly  typical  of  his  doctrine.  The  Platonists  had 
their  Academic  Grove ; the  Aristotelians  walked  along  the 
Lyceum ; the  Cynics  growled  in  the  Cynosargcs ; the  Stoics 
occupied  the  Porch ; and  the  Epicureans  had  their  Garden. 

Here,  in  the  tranquil  Garden,  in  the  society  of  his  friends, 
he  passed  a peaceful  life  of  speculation  and  enjoyment.  The 
friendship  which  existed  amongst  them  is  well  known.  In  a 
time  of  general  scarcity  and  famine  they  contributed  to  each 
other’s  support,  shomng  that  the  Pythagorean  notion  of 
community  of  goods  was  unnecessary  amongst  friends,  who 
could  confide  in  each  other.  At  the  entrance  of  the  Garden 
they  placed  this  inscription  : ‘ The  hospitable  keeper  of  this 
mansion,  where  you  will  find  pleasure  the  highest  good,  -will 
present  you  liberally  with  barley-cakes  and  water  fresh  from 
the  spring.  The  gardens  will  not  provoke  your  appetite  by 
artificial  dainties,  but  satisfy  it  with  natural  supplies.  Will 
you  not  be  well  entertained  ? ’ 

The  Garden  has  often  been  called  a sty ; and  the  name  of 
Epicurean  has  become  the  designation  of  a sensualist.  But, 
in  spite  of  his  numerous  assailants,  the  character  of  Epicurus 
has  been  rescued  from  contempt,  both  by  ancient  and  by 
modem  critics.  Diogenes  Laertius,  who  gives  some  of  the 
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axjcusations  in  detail,  easily  answers  them  by  an  appeal  to 
facts ; and  modem  writers  have  been  at  no  loss  to  discover 
the  motive  of  the  ancient  calumnies,  which  mostly  proceeded 
from  the  Stoics.  A doctrine  like  that  of  Epicums  woxild,  at 
all  times,  lend  itself  to  gross  misrepresentation ; but  in  an 
epoch  like  that  in  which  it  appeared,  and  contrasted  with  a 
doctrine  so  fiercely  opposed  to  it  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Stoics, 
we  cannot  wonder  if  the  bitterness  of  opposition  translated 
itself  into  calumny.  It  is  one  of  the  commonest  results  of 
speculative  difiFcrences  to  make  us  attribute  to  our  opponent’s 
opinions  the  consequences  which  we  deduce  from  them,  as  if 
they  were  indubitably  the  consequences  he  deduces  for  him- 
self. Our  opinions  are  conducive  to  sound  morality : of  tluit 
we  are  convinced  ; and  being  so  convinced,  it  is  natmul  for 
us  to  believe  that  contrary  opinions  must  be  immoral.  Our 
opponent  holds  contrary,  ergo  immoral  opinions ; and  we 
proclaim  his  immorality  as  an  unquestionable  fact.  In  this, 
however,  there  is  a slight  forgetfulness,  namely,  that  our 
opponent  occupies  exactly  similar  groimd,  and  what  we  think 
of  him,  ho  thinks  of  us. 

The  Stoics  had  an  ineffable  contempt  for  the  weakness  and 
effeminacy  of  the  Epicureans.  The  Epicureans  had  an 
ineffable  contempt  for  the  spasmodic  rigidity  and  unnatural 
exaggeration  of  the  Stoics.  They  libelled  each  other ; but  the 
libels  against  the  Epicureans  have  met  with  more  general 
credit  than  those  against  the  Stoics,  from  the  more  imposing 
character  of  the  latter,  both  in  their  actions  and  doctrines. 

Epicurus  is  said  to  have  been  the  most  voluminous  of  all 
Greek  Philosophers,  except  Chrysippus  ; and  although  none 
of  those  works  are  extant,  yet  so  many  fragments  are  pre- 
served here  and  there,  and  there  is  such  ample  testimony  as 
to  his  opinions,  that  there  are  few  writers  of  whose  doctrine 
we  can  speak  with  greater  certainty  ; the  more  so  as  it  does 
not  in  itself  present  any  difficulties  of  comprehension. 

Nothing  can  be  more  unlike  Plato  and  Aristotle  than 
Epicmnis;  and  this  difference  may  be  characterized  at  the 
outset  by  their  fimdamental  difference  in  the  conception  of 
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Philosopliy,  which  Epicnrus  regarded  as  the  Art  of  Life,  and 
not  the  Art  of  Truth.  Philosophy,  he  said,  was  the  power 
{hipr/iia)  by  which  Peason  conducted  man  to  happiness. 
The  investigations  of  Philosophy  he  despised : they  were  not 
only  tmcertain,  but  contributed  nothing  towards  happiness ; 
and  of  course  Logic,  the  instrument  of  Philosophy,  found  no 
favour  in  his  sight.  His  system  was,  therefore,  only  another 
form  of  Scepticism,  consequent  on  his  dissatisfaction  with 
previous  systems.  Socrates  had  taught  men  to  regard  their 
own  nature  as  the  great  object  of  investigation ; but  man 
does  not  interrogate  his  own  nature  out  of  simple  curiosity, 
or  for  simple  erudition  : he  studies  his  nature  in  oi'der  that 
he  may  improve  it ; he  learns  the  extent  of  his  capacities  in 
order  that  he  may  properly  direct  them.  Tlie  aim,  therefore, 
of  all  such  inquiries  must  be  Happiness.  And  what  con- 
stitutes Happiness?  Upon  this  point  systems  differ:  all 
profess  to  teach  the  road  to  Happiness,  and  all  point  out 
divergent  roads.  There  can  be  little  dispute  as  to  what  is 
Happiness,  but  infinite  disputes  as  to  the  way  of  securing  it.* 
In  the  Cyrenaic  and  Cynic  Schools  we  saw  this  question 
leading  to  very  opposite  results  ; and  the  battle  we  are  now 
to  see  renewed  on  similar  ground  between  the  Epicureans 
and  the  Stoics. ' 

Epicurus,  like  Aristippus,  declared  that  Pleasure  con- 
stituted Happiness  ; all  animals  instinctively  pursue  it,  and 
as  instinctively  avoid  Pain.  Man  should  do  deliberately 
that  which  animals  do  instinctively.  Every  Pleasure  is  in 
itself  good ; but,  in  comparison  with  another,  it  may  become 
an  evil.  The  Philosopher  difters  from  the  common  man  in 
this  : That  while  they  both  seek  Pleasure,  the  former  knows 
how  to  forego  certain  enjoyments  which  will  cause  pain  and 
vexation  hereafter  ; whereas  the  common  man  seeks  only  the 
immediate  enjoyment.  The  Philosopher’s  art  enables  him  to 

♦ At  a meeting  of  SocialisU  in  London  to  discuss  in  a friendly  way  the  moans 
of  reforming  the  world,  M.  T'orro  I/<*roux  rose  and  atldrossed  his  brethren  thus  : 
‘ Notts  voulons  nrriver  au  Paradis,  nut~ce  pas  J n'esUcc  pas  ? Eh  hien  ! il  ns  sagii 
que  (Ty  arriver  / Voi/d  ! * 
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foresee  what  will  be  the  result  of  his  acts ; and,  so  foreseeing, 
he  wiU  not  only  avoid  those  enjoyments  which  occasion  grief, 
but  know  how  to  endure  those  pains  from  which  surpassing 
pleasure  will  result. 

True  happiness,  then,  is  not  the  enjo}Tnent  of  the  moment, 
but  the  enjoyment  of  the  whole  life.  We  must  not  seek  to 
intensify,  but  to  equalize  : not  debauchery  to-day  and  satiety 
to-morrow,  but  equable  enjoyment  all  the  year  round.  No 
lif  can  be  pleasant  except  a virtuous  life  ; and  the  pleasures 
of  the  body,  although  not  to  be  despised,  are  insignificant 
when  compared  with  those  of  the  soul.  The  former  are  but 
momentary ; the  latter  embrace  botli  the  2)ast  and  future. 
Hence  the  golden  rule  of  Temperance.  Epicurus  not  only 
insisted  on  the  necessity  of  moderation  for  continued  enjoy- 
ment, he  also  slighted,  and  somewhat  scorned,  all  exquisite 
indulgences.  He  fed  moderately  and  plainly.  Witliout 
interdicting  luxuries,  he  saw  that  Pleasure  was  purer  and 
more  enduring  if  luxuries  were  dispensed  with.  This  is  the 
ground  upon  which  Comics  and  Stoics  built  their  own  ex- 
aggenite<l  systems.  They  also  saw  that  simplicity  was 
jjreferable  to  luxurj* ; but  they  pushed  their  notion  too  far. 
Contentedness  with  a little,  Epicurus  regarded  as  a great 
good ; and  he  said,  wealth  consisted  not  in  having  great 
possessions,  but  in  having  small  wants.  He  did  not  limit 
man  to  the  fewest  jx)8sible  enjoyments  ; on  the  contrary,  he 
wished  him  in  all  ways  to  multijdy  them  ; but  he  ■wished  him 
to  be  able  to  live  upon  little,  both  as  a preventive  against 
ill-fortune,  and  as  an  enhancement  of  rare  enjoyments.  The 
man  who  lives  plainly  has  no  fear  of  poverty,  and  is  better 
able  to  enjoy  exquisite  pleasures. 

Virtue  rests  upon  Free  Will  and  Ecason,  which  are  in- 
separable: since,  without  Free  Will  our  Eeason  would  be 
passive,  and  wthout  Reason  our  Free  Will  would  be  blind. 
Everything,  therefore,  in  human  actions  which  is  virtuous  or 
vicious  depends  on  man’s  knowing  and  wiUm<i.  Pliilosophical 
education  consists  in  accustoming  the  Mind  to  judge  accu- 
rately, and  the  Will  to  choose  manfully. 
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From  ttiis  slight  outline  of  his  Ethical  doctrine  may  be 
seen  how  readily  it  furnished  arguments  both  to  assailants 
and  to  defenders.  We  may  also  notice  its  vagueness  and 
elasticity,  which  would  enable  many  minds  to  adapt  it  to 
their  virtues  or  to  their  vices.  The  luxurious  would  see  in  it 
only  an  exhoi'tation  to  their  own  vices  ; the  temperate  would 
see  in  it  a scientific  exposition  of  temperance. 

Epicureanism,  in  leading  man  to  a correct  appreciation  of 
the  moral  end  of  his  existence,  in  showing  him  how  to  be 
truly  happy,  has  to  combat  with  many  obstructions  which 
hide  from  him  the  real  road  of  life.  These  obstructions 
are  his  illusions,  his  prejudices,  his  errors,  his  ignorance. 
This  ignorance  is  of  two  kinds  : first,  ignorance  of  the  laws 
of  the  external  world,  which  creates  absurd  superstitions,  and 
troubles  the  soul  with  false  fears  and  false  hopes ; hence  the 
necessity  of  some  knowledge  of  Physics.  The  second  kind  of 
ignorance  is  that  of  the  nature  of  man ; hence  the  necessity 
of  the  Epicurean  Logic  called  Canonic,  which  is  a collection 
of  rules  respecting  human  reason  and  its  application. 

The  Epicurean  psychology  and  physics  were  derived  from 
the  Democritean.  The  atoms  of  which  the  universe  is  formed 
are  supposed  to  be  constantly  throwing  off  some  of  their 
parts,  awoppoal : and  these,  in  contact  with  the  senses,  produce 
sensation,  aia-dijais.  But  Epicurus  did  not  maintain  that 
these  airoppoat  were  images  of  the  atoms ; he  believed  them 
to  have  a certain  resemblance  to  their  atoms,  but  was  unable 
to  point  out  where,  and  in  how  far  this  resemblance  exists. 
Every  sensation  must  be  true  as  a sensation ; and,  as  such, 
it  can  neither  be  proved  nor  contradicted  ; it  is  a\oyos.  The 
sensations  of  the  insane  and  the  dreaming  are  also  true ; and, 
although  there  is  a difi'erence  between  their  sensations  and 
those  of  sane  and  waking  men,  yet  Epicurus  confessed  liim- 
self  unable  to  determine  in  what  the  difi'erence  consists. 
Sensations  however  do  not  alone  constitute  knowledge ; man 
has  also  the  faculty  of  conception,  TrpoXrpfri;,  which  arises  from 
the  repeated  iteration  of  sensation : it  is  recollection  of 
various  sensations ; or,  as  Aristotle  would  say,  the  general 
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idea  gathered  from  particular  sensations.  It  is  from  these 
conceptions  that  the  general  ideas  are  formed,  and  it  is  in 
these  general  ideas  that  error  resides.  A sensation  may  be 
considered  either  in  relation  to  its  object,  or  in  relation  to 
him  who  crperiences  it ; in  the  latter  case  it  is  agreeable  or 
disagreeable,  and  renders  the  sentiments,  rd  nddi),  the  basis 
of  all  morality. 

With  such  a basis,  we  may  readily  anticipate  the  nature  of 
the  superstructure.  If  agreeable  and  disagreeable  sensations 
are  the  origin  of  all  moral  phenomena,  there  can  be  no  other 
moral  rule  than  to  seek  the  agreeable  and  to  avoid  the  dis- 
agreeable ; and  whatever  is  pleasant  becomes  the  great  object 
of  existence. 

The  Physics  of  Epicurus  are  so  similar  to  the  Physics  of 
Democritus  that  we  need  not  occupy  our  space  with  them. 

On  reviewing  the  whole  doctrine  of  Epicurus,  we  find  in  it 
that  scepticism  which  the  imperfect  Philosophy  of  the  day 
necessarily  brought  to  many  minds,  in  many  difierent  shapes  ; 
and  the  consequence  of  that  scepticism  was  the  effort  to  find 
a refuge  in  Morals,  and  the  attempt  to  construct  Ethics  on  a 
philosophic  basis.  The  attempt  failed  because  the  basis  was 
not  broad  enough  ; but  the  attempt  itself  is  worth}'  of  notice, 
as  characteristic  of  the  whole  Socratic  movement ; for, 
although  the  Socratic  Method  was  an  attempt  at  reconstruct- 
ing Philosophy,  yet  that  reconstruction  itself  was  only  at- 
tempted with  a view  to  morals.  Socrates  was  the  first  to 
bring  Philosophy  down  from  the  clouds  ; he  was  the  first  to 
make  it  the  basis  of  Morality,  and  in  one  shape  or  other  all 
his  followers  and  all  the  schools  that  issued  from  them,  kept 
this  view  present  to  their  minds.  The  Epicureans  are  there- 
fore to  be  regarded  as  men  who  ventured  on  a solution  of  the 
great  problem,  and  failed  because  they  only  saw  a part  of  the 
truth. 
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CHAPTER  in. 

THE  STOICS. 

§ I.  Zeno. 

The  Stoics  were  a large  sect,  and  of  its  members  so  many 
liave  been  celebrdte<l,  that  a separate  work  would  be 
needed  to  chronicle  them  all.  From  Zeno,  the  founder,  down 
to  Brutus  and  Marcus  Antoninus,  the  sect  embraces  many 
Greek  and  Roman  worthies,  and  not  a few  solemn  pretenders. 
Some  of  these  we  would  willingly  introduce ; but  we  are 
forced  to  confine  om^elves  to  one  type ; and  the  one  we  select 
is  Zeno. 

He  was  bom  at  Citium,  a small  city  in  the  island  of 
Cypras,  of  Phcenician  origin,  but  inhabited  by  Greeks.  The 
date  of  his  birth  is  uncertain.  His  father  was  a merchant, 
in  which  trade  he  himself  engaged,  imtil  his  father,  after  a 
voyage  to  Athens,  brought  home  some  works  of  Socratic 
philosophers ; these  Zeno  studied  with  eagerness  and  rap- 
ture, and  determined  his  vocation. 

When  about  thirty,  he  undertook  a voyage  both  of  interest 
and  pleasure,  to  Athena,  the  great  mart  both  for  trade  and 
j)hilo8ophy.  Shipwrecked  on  the  coast,  he  lost  the  whole  of 
his  valuable  cargo  of  Phcenician  purple ; and,  thus  reduced 
to  poverty,  he  willingly  embraced  the  doctrine  of  the  Cynics, 
whose  ostentatious  display  of  poverty  bad  captivated  many 
minds. 

There  is  an  anecdote  of  his  having  one  day  read  Xenophon’s 
Memorabilia,  in  a bookseller’s  shop,  with  such  delight  that  he 
asked  where  such  men  were  to  be  met  with.  At  that  moment 
Crates  the  Cynic  passed  by  : the  bookseller  pointed  him  out 


Digitized  by  Google 


350 


THE  STOICS. 


to  Zeno,  and  bade  him  follow  Crates.  He  did  so ; and  ho 
became  a disciple.  But  he  could  not  long  remain  a disciple. 
The  gross  manners  of  the  Cynics,  so  far  removed  from  true 
simplicity,  and  their  speculative  incapacity,  soon  caused  him 
to  seek  a master  elsewhere.  Stilpo,  of  Megara,  became  his 
next  instructor ; and  from  him  he  learned  the  art  of  dispu- 
tation, which  he  subsequently  practised  with  such  success. 

But  the  Megaric  doctrine  was  too  meagre  for  him.  He 
was  glad  to  learn  from  Stilpo  ; hut  there  were  things  which 
Stilpo  could  not  teach.  He  turned,  therefore,  to  the  ex- 
positors of  Plato : Xenocrates  and  Polemo.  In  the  philo- 
sophy of  Plato  there  is,  as  before  remarked,  a germ  of  Stoi- 
cism ; hut  there  is  also  much  that  contradicts  Stoicism,  and 
BO,  we  presume,  Zeno  grew  discontented  with  that  also. 

After  twenty  years  of  laborious  study  in  these  various 
schools,  he  opened  one  for  himself,  wherein  to  teach  the 
result  of  aU  these  inquiries.  The  spot  chosen  was  the  Stoa, 
or  Porch,  which  had  once  been  the  resort  of  the  Poets,  and 
was  decorated  with  the  pictures  of  Polygnotus.  From  this 
Stoa  the  school  derived  its  name. 

As  a man,  Zeno  appears  deserving  of  the  highest  respect. 
Although  sharing  the  doctrines  of  the  Cynics,  he  did  not 
share  their  grossness,  their  insolence,  or  their  affectation. 
In  person  he  was  tall  and  slender ; and  although  of  a weakly 
constitution,  he  lived  to  a great  age,  being  rigidly  abstemious, 
feeding  mainly  upon  figs,  bread,  and  honey.  His  brow  was 
furrowed  with  thought;  and  this  gave  a tinge  of  severity  to 
his  aspect,  which  accorded  with  the  austerity  of  his  doc- 
trines. So  honoured  and  respected  was  he  by  the  Athenians, 
that  they  entrusted  to  him  the  keys  of  the  citadel ; and  when 
ho  died  they  erected  to  his  memory  a statue  of  brass.  His 
death  is  thus  recorded : — In  his  ninety-eighth  year,  as  he  was 
stepping  out  of  his  school,  he  fell  and  broke  his  finger.  He 
was  so  affected  at  the  consciousness  of  his  infirmity  that, 
striking  the  earth,  he  exclaimed,  ‘ Why  am  I thus  impor- 
tuned ? Earth,  I obey  thy  summons  ! ’ He  went  home  and 
strangled  himself. 
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In  the  history  of  humanity  there  arc  periods  when  society 
seems  fast  dissolving ; when  ancient  creeds  have  lost  their 
majesty,  and  new  creeds  want  disciples  : when  the  onlooker 
sees  the  fabric  tottering,  beneath  which  his  fellow-men  are 
crowded  either  in  suUen  despair  or  in  blaspheming  levity, 
and,  seeing  this,  he  feels  that  there  is  safety  still  possible,  if 
men  will  but  be  bold ; he  raises  a voice  of  warning,  and  a 
voice  of  exhortatio7i ; he  bids  them  behold  their  peril  and 
tremble,  behold  their  salvation  and  resolve.  He  preaches  to 
them  a doctrine  they  had  been  unused  to  hear,  or,  hearing  it, 
unused  to  heed ; and  by  the  mere  force  of  his  own  intense 
conviction  he  gathers  round  him  some  believers  who  arc 
saved.  If  the  social  anarchy  be  not  too  widely  spread,  he 
saves  his  country  by  directing  its  energies  in  a new  channel ; 
if  the  country's  doom  is  sealed,  he  makes  a gallant  effort, 
though  a vain  one,  and  ‘ leaves  a spotless  name  to  after-times.’ 

Sudi  a man  was  Zeno.  Greece  was  fallen ; but  hope  still 
remained.  A wide-spread  disease  was  fast  eating  out  the 
vigour  of  its  life : Scepticism,  Lidiflference,  Sensuality, 
Epicurean  softness  were  only  counteracted  by  the  aspiring 
but  vague  works  of  Plato,  or  the  vast  but  abstruse  system  of 
Aristotle.  Greek  civilization  was  fast  falling  to  decay.  A 
little  time  and  Rome,  the  sho-wolf’s  nursling,  would  usurp 
tlie  place  which  Greece  had  once  so  proudly  held — the  place 
of  vanguard  of  European  civilization.  Rome,  the  mighty, 
would  take  from  the  feeble  hands  of  Greece  the  trust  she  was 
no  longer  worthy  to  hold.  There  was  a presentiment  of 
Rome  in  Zeno’s  breast.  In  him  the  manly  energy  and  stem 
simplicity  which  were  to  conquer  the  world  ; in  him  the  deep 
reverence  for  moral  worth,  which  was  the  glory  of  Rome, 
before,  intoxicated  with  success,  she  sought  to  ape  the  literary 
and  philosophical  glory  of  old  Hellas.  Zeno  the  Stoic  had  a 
Roman  spirit;  and  this  is  the  reason  why  so  many  noble 
Romans  became  his  disciples ; he  had  deciphered  the  wants 
of  their  spiritual  nature. 

Alarmed  at  the  scepticism  which  seemed  inevitably  follow- 
ing speculations  of  a metaphysical  kind,  Zeno,  like  Epicurus, 
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fixed  his  thoughts  principally  upon  Morals.  His  philosophy 
boasted  of  being  eminently  practical,  and  connected  with  the 
daily  practices  of  life.  But,  for  this  purpose,  the  philosopher 
must  not  regard  pleasure  so  much  as  Virtue : nor  does  Virtue 
consist  in  a life  of  contemplation  and  speculation,  but  in  a 
life  of  activity;  for  what  is  Virtue? — Virtue  is  manhood. 
And  what  are  the  attributes  of  man?  Are  they  not  ob- 
viously the  attributes  of  an  active  as  well  as  of  a specHlative 
being  ? and  can  that  be  Virtue  which  excludes  or  neglects 
man’s  activity  ? Man,  O Plato,  Man,  0 Aristotle,  was  not 
made  for  speculation  only ; wisdom  is  not  his  only  pursuit. 
Man,  0 Epicurus,  was  not  made  for  enjoyment  only  ; he  was 
made  also  to  do  somewhat,  and  to  he  somewhat.  Philosophy  ? 
— It  is  a great  thing ; but  it  is  not  all.  Pleasure  ? — It  is  a 
slight  thing  ; and,  were  it  greater,  could  not  embrace  man’s 
entire  activity. 

The  aim,  then,  of  man’s  existence  is  neither  to  be  wise  nor 
to  enjoy,  but  to  be  virtuous — to  realize  his  manhood.  To 
this  aim.  Philosophy  is  a means,  and  Pleasure  may  also  be 
one ; but  they  are  both  subordinate.  Before  we  can  be 
taught  to  lead  a virtuous  life,  we  must  be  taught  what  virtue 
is.  Zeno  thought,  with  Socrates,  that  Virtue  was  the  know- 
ledge of  Good ; and  that  Vice  was  nothing  but  error.  If  to 
hiow  the  good  were  tantamount  to  the  pursuit  and  practice 
of  it,  then  was  the  teacher’s  task  easily  defined  : he  had  to 
explain  the  nature  of  human  knowledge,  and  to  explain  the 
relations  of  man  to  the  universe. 

Thus,  as  with  Socrates,  does  Morality  find  itself  inseparably 
connected  with  Philosophy;  and  more  especially  with  psy- 
chology. A brief  outline  of  this  psychology  becomes  therefore 
necessary  as  an  introduction  to  the  Stoical  Morality. 

Zeno  rejected  the  Platonic  theory  of  knowledge,  and 
accepted,  though  with  some  modifications,  the  Aristotelian 
theory.  ‘ Reminiscence  ’ and  ‘ Ideas  ’ were  to  him  mere 
words.  Ideas  he  regarded  as  the  universal  notions  formed 
by  the  mind  from  a comparison  of  particulars.  Sense  furnished 
all  tlio  materials  of  knowledge;  Reason  was  the  plastic 
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instrument  wliereby  these  materials  were  fashioned.  But 
those  who  maintain  that  Sense  furnishes  us  the  materials 
of  knowledge  are  hampered  with  this  diflBculty:  By  what 
process  does  Sense  perceive  ? What  relation  is  there  between 
Sense  and  the  sensible  Thing  ? What  proof  have  we  of  those 
sensations  being  conformable  with  the  Things  ? This  difficulty 
is  a serious  one,  and  early  occupied  specvdators.  Indeed,  this 
question  may  be  pronounced  the  vital  question  of  all  philo- 
sophy ; upon  its  solution  depends  to  a great  extent  the  solution 
of  all  other  questions.  Let  us  state  it  more  clearly  in  an 
illustration. 

At  the  distance  of  fifty  yards  you  descry  a tower:  it  is 
round.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying,  It  is  round?  You 
mean  that  the  impression  made  upon  your  sense  of  sight  is 
an  impression  similar  to  that  made  by  some  other  objects, 
such  as  trees,  which  you,  and  all  men,  call  round.  Now,  on 
the  supposition  that  you  never  approached  nearer  that  tower, 
you  would  always  believe  it  to  he  round,  because  it  appeared 
to  be  so.  But,  as  you  are  enabled  to  approach  it,  and  as 
you  then  find  that  the  tower  is  square,  and  not  round,  you 
begin  to  examine  into  this  difference.  It  appeared  to  be 
round  at  that  distance  ; and  yet  you  say  it  really  is  square. 
A little  knowledge  of,  optics  seems  to  explain  the  difference ; 
but  does  not.  At  fifty  yards,  you  say,  it  appears  to  be 
round ; but  it  really  is  square.  At  fifty  yards,  we  reply,  it 
appears  to  be  round,  and  at  one  yard  it  appears  to  be  square : 
it  is  neither : both  roimd  and  square  are  conceptions  of  the 
mind,  not  attributes  of  things : they  have  a subjective,  not 
an  objective  existence. 

Thus  far  the  ancient  sceptics  penetrated  ; but,  seeing  herein 
an  utter  destruction  of  all  certainty  in  sense-knowledge,  and 
compelled  to  admit  th.at  Sense  was  the  only  source  of  know- 
ledge, they  declared  all  knowledge  a deceit.  The  discovery 
of  the  real  issue  whence  to  escape  this  dilemma — the  re- 
cognition of  the  uncertainty  of  sense-knowledge,  and  the 
reconciliation  of  that  theory  with  the  natural  wants  of  the 
speculative  mind  by  the  twofold  admission  of  the  relativity 
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of  all  knowledge  and  of  relative  certainty  — reconciling 
scepticism  with  belief,  and  both  with  reason,  was  the  work 
of  after-times. 

Those  who  believed  that  the  senses  gave  true  reports  of 
the  Things  which  aflected  them,  were  driven  to  invent  some 
hypothesis  explanatory  of  the  relation  subsisting  between 
the  Object  and  the  Subject,  the  Thing  and  the  Sense.  We 
have  seen  how  eidola,  airy  images  affluent  from  Things,  were 
invented  to  establish  a direct  connection  between  the  Subject 
and  the  Object.  Zeno,  acutely  enough,  saw  that  an  image 
detaching  itself  in  an  airy  form  from  the  Object,  could  only 
represent  the  superficies  of  that  Object,  even  if  it  represented 
it  correctly.  In  this  way  the  hypothesis  of  eidola  was 
shown  to  be  no  more  than  an  hypothesis  to  explain  Ajipear- 
auces ; whereas  the  real  question  is  not.  How  do  we  perceive 
Appearances?  but  how  do  we  perceive  Objects?  If  we  only 
perceive  their  superficies,  our  knowledge  is  only  a knowledge 
of  phenomena,  and  we  fall  into  the  hands  of  the  Sceptics. 

Zeno  saw  the  extent  of  the  difficulty,  and  tried  to  obviate 
it.  But  his  hyix)thesis,  though  more  comprehensive,  was 
equally  feeble  in  its  foundation.  He  assumed  that  Sense  could 
penetrate  beneath  Appearance,  and  perceive  Substance  itself. 

As  considerable  confusion  exists  on  this  point,  we  shall 
confine  ourselves  to  the  testimony  of  Sextus  Empiricus,  tlie 
most  satisfactory  of  all.  In  his  book  directed  against  the 
Logicians,  he  tells  us,  ‘ the  Stoics  held  that  there  was  one 
criterion  of  truth  for  man,  and  it  was  what  they  called  the 
Cataleptic  Phantasm’  {rijv  KaTa\rpnucr)v  <f>avTaai'av,  i.e.  the 
Sensuous  Apprehension).  We  must  first  understand  what 
they  meant  by  the  Phantasm  or  Appearance.  It  was,  they 
said,  an  impression  on  the  mind  {rvirauris  iv  But  from 

this  point  commence  their  differences ; for  Cleanthus  under- 
stood, by  this  impression,  an  impression  similar  to  that  made 
by  the  signet  ring  upon  wax,  rov  Krjpov  jirTrcoffw.  Chrysippus 
thought  this  absurd ; for,  said  he,  seeing  that  thought  conceives 
many  objects  at  the  same  time,  the  soul  must  upon  that  hypo- 
thesis receive  many  impressions  of  figures.  He  thought  that 
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Zeno  meant  by  impression  nothing  more  than  a modijlcation 
[hepot'o)a-i,si) : likening  the  soul  to  the  air,  which  when  many 
voices  sound  simultaneously,  receives  simultaneously  the 
various  alterations,  hut  without  confounding  them.  Thus 
the  Soul  unites  several  perceptions  which  correspond  with 
their  several  objects.’ 

This  is  extremely  ingenious,  and  the  indication  of  Sensation 
as  a modification  of  the  Soul,  opens  a shaft  deep  down  into 
the  dark  region  of  psychology.  But,  if  it  lets  in  some  of 
the  light  of  day,  it  also  brings  into  notice  a new  obstacle. 
This  soul,  which  is  modified,  does  it  not  also  in  its  turn 
exercise  an  influence?  If  wine  be  poured  into  water,  it 
modifies  the  water ; but  the  water  also  modifies  the  wine. 
There  can  be  no  action  without  reaction.  If  a stone  is 
presented  to  my  sight,  it  modifies  my  soul;  but  does  the 
influence  of  the  stone  remain  unmodified  ? — No  ; it  receives 
from  me  certain  attributes,  certain  form,  colour,  taste, 
weight,  &c.;  these  my  soul  bestows  on  it;  in  itself  it  does  not 
possess  them. 

Thus  is  doubt  again  spread  over  the  whole  question.  The 
soul  modifying  the  object  in  sensation,  can  it  rely 
upon  the  truth  of  the  sensation  thus  produced  ? Has  not 
the  wine  become  watery,  no  less  than  the  water  vinous  ? 
These  consequences,  however,  Zeno  did  not  foresee.  He  was 
intent  upon  proving  that  the  soul  re.ally  appi-ehended  objects, 
not  as  eidola,  not  as  wax  receives  the  impression  of  a seal, 
but  in  absolute  truth.  Let  us  contuiue  to  borrow  from 
Sextus  Empiricus. 

The  Phantasm,  or  Appearance,  which  causes  that  Modifi- 
cation of  the  Soul  which  wo  name  Sensation,  is  also 
understood  by  the  Stoics  as  wo  understand  ideas ; and  in 
this  general  sense,  they  say  that  there  were  three  kinds  of 
Phantasms : those  that  were  probable,  those  that  were 
improbable,  and  those  that  were  neither  one  nor  the  other. 
The  first  are  those  that  cause  a slight  and  equable  motion 
in  the  soul : such  as  those  which  mform  us  that  it  is  day. 
The  second  are  those  which  contradict  our  reason  : such  as 
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if  one  were  to  say  durin"  the  day-time,  ‘ Now  the  sun  is 
not  above  the  earth ; ’ or,  during  the  night-time,  ‘ Now  it 
is  day.’  The  third  are  those,  the  truth  of  which  it  is 
impossible  to  verify- : such  as  this,  ‘ Tlie  number  of  the  stars 
is  even ; ’ or,  ‘ the  nmnber  is  odd.’ 

Phantasms,  when  probable,  are  true  or  false,  or  both  true 
and  false  at  the  same  time,  or  neither  true  nor  false.  They 
are  true  when  they  can  be  truly  aflSrmed  of  anything ; false 
if  they  are  wrongly  affirmed,  such  as  when  one  believes  an 
oar  dipi»d  in  the  water  to  be  broken,  because  it  appears  so. 
When  Orestes,  in  his  madness,  mistook  Electra  for  a Fury, 
he  hiul  a Phantasm  both  true  and  false : tine,  inasmuch  as 
he  saw  something,  viz.  Electra ; false,  inasmuch  as  Electra 
was  not  a Fury. 

Of  true  Phantasms,  some  are  cahileptic  (apprehensive), 
and  others  non-cataleptic.  Tlie  latter  are  such  as  arise  from 
disease  or  perturbation  of  the  mind : as  for  instiince  the 
inmunenible  Phantasms  produced  in  frenzy  and  hypochon- 
dria. The  cataleptic  Phantasm  is  that  which  is  impressed 
by  an  object  which  exists,  which  is  a copy  of  that  object, 
and  can  be  produced  by  no  other  object.  Perception  is 
elsewhere  said  to  bo  a sort  of  light,  which  manifests  itself 
at  the  same  time  that  it  Ughts  up  the  object  from  which  it 
is  derived. 

Zeno  distinctly  saw  the  weakness  of  the  theories  proposed 
by  others ; he  failed  however  in  establishing  any  better 
theory  in  their  place.  Sextus  Empiricus  may  well  call  the 
Stoical  doctrine  vague  and  undecidetl.  How  are  we  to  dis- 
tinguish tlie  true  from  the  false  in  apiiearances  ? Above  all, 
how  are  we  to  learn  whether  an  impression  exactly  coin- 
cides with  the  object?  This  is  the  main  problem,  and  Zeno 
pretends  to  solve  it  by  a circular  argument.  Thus : given 
the  problem,  how  are  we  to  distinguish  the  true  impressions 
from  the  false  impressions  ? the  solution  offered  is,  by 
ascertaining  which  of  the  impressions  coincide  with  the 
real  objects : in  other  words,  by  distmguishing  the  true 
impressions  from  the  false. 
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Having  a perception  of  an  object  is  not  knowledge : for 
knowledge,  it  is  necessary  that  reason  sboiild  assent.  Per- 
ception comes  from  without ; assent  from  within  : it  is  the 
free  exercise  of  man’s  reason.  Science  is  composed  of 
perceptions  so  solidly  established  that  no  argumentation  can 
shake  them.  Perceptions  not  thus  established  only  consti- 
tute Opinion. 

This  is  making  short  work  with  difficulties,  it  must  be 
confessed ; but  the  Stoics  were  eager  to  oppose  something 
against  the  Scepticism  which  characterized  the  age  ; and,  in 
their  eagerness  to  build,  they  did  not  sufficiently  secure 
their  foundations.  Universal  doubt  they  felt  to  be  impos- 
sible. Man  must  occasionally  assent,  and  that  too  in  an 
absolute  manner.  There  are  perceptions  which  carry  with 
them  irresistible  conviction.  There  would  be  no  possibility 
of  action  unless  there  were  some  certain  truth.  Where 
then  is  conviction  to  stop?  That  aU  our  perceptions  are 
not  correct,  every  one  is  willing  to  admit.  But  which  are 
exact,  and  which  are  inexact  ? What  criterion  have  we  ? 
The  criterion  we  possess  is  Evidence.  ‘ Nothing  can  be 
clearer  than  evidence,’  they  said ; ‘ and,  being  so  clear,  it 
needs  no  definition.’  This  was  precisely  what  it  did  want ; 
but  the  Stoics  could  not  give  it. 

In  truth,  the  Stoics,  combating  the  Scepticism  of  their 
age,  were  reduced  to  the  same  strait  as  Reid,  Beattie,  and 
Hutcheson,  combating  the  Scepticism  of  Hume : reduced  to 
give  up  Philosophy,  and  to  find  refuge  in  Common-Sense. 
The  battle  fought  by  the  Stoics  is  very  analogous  to  the 
battle  fougbt  by  the  Scotch  philosophers,  in  the  ground 
occupied,  in  the  instruments  employed,  in  the  enemy 
nttiicked,  and  the  object  to  be  gained.  They  both  fought 
for  Morality,  which  they  thought  endangered. 

We  shall  subsequently  have  to  consider  the  Common- 
Sense  theory : enough  if  we  now  call  attention  to  the 
curious  ignoratio  elmchi — the  curious  misconception  of 
the  real  force  of  the  enemy,  and  the  utter  helplessness  of 
their  own  position,  which  the  Common-Sense  philosophers 
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displayed.  The  Sceptics  had  made  an  irresistible  onslaught 
upon  the  two  fortresses  of  Perception  and  Reason.  They 
showed  Perception  to  be  based  upon  Api)earance  ; and 
Appear.ince  could  not  be  Certainty.  They  showed  also 
that  Reason  was  unable  to  distinguish  between  Appearance 
and  Cerhimty,  because,  in  the  hist  place,  it  had  nothing 
but  Phenomena  (A2)pearancos)  to  build  upon ; and,  in  the 
second  i>lace,  because  there  is  no  criterion  to  apply  to 
R<'ason  itself.  Having  gained  this  victory,  they  proclaim 
Philo:soi)hy  no  longer  existent.  Whereupon  the  Stoics  va- 
lorously  rise,  and,  taking  their  stand  upon  Common-Sense, 
believe  they  rout  the  forces  of  the  Scejttics;  believe  they 
retake  the  lost  fortresses  by  declaring  that  jicrceptions  are 
true  as  well  as  false,  and  that  you  may  distinguish  the  true 
from  the  false,  by — distinguishing  them : and  that  Reason 
has  its  criterion  in  Evidence,  which  requires  no  criterion, 
it  is  so  clear.  Tliis  seems  pretty  much  the  same  as  if 
the  French  were  to  invade  Great  Britain ; possess  them- 
selves of  London,  Edinbtu-gh,  and  Dublin,  declare  England 
the  subject  of  France,  and  patriots  were  then  to  declare  that 
the  French  were  to  be  driven  home  again  by  a jmrty  of 
volunteers  taking  their  stand  upon  Hamjjstcad  Heath,  dis- 
playing the  banners  of  England,  and  with  loud  alarums 
proclaiming  the  invaders  defeated. 

But  it  is  time  to  consider  the  ctliical  doctrines  of  the 
Stoics ; and  to  do  this  effectually  we  must  glance  at  their 
conception  of  the  Deity.  There  arc  two  elements  in  Nature. 
The  first  is  v\r]  TrpwTt],  or  i)rimordial  matter;  the  passive 
element  from  which  things  are  formed.  The  second  is  the 
active  element,  which  forms  things  out  of  matter : Reason, 
Destiny  {el/iapfiJvTi),  God.  The  divine  Reason  operating 
ujwn  matter  bestows  upon  it  the  laws  which  govern  it,  laws 
which  the  Stoics  called  \6yoi,  aveppaTiKol,  or  productive 
causes.  God  is  the  Reason  of  the  world. 

With  this  speculative  doctrine  it  is  easy  to  connect  their 
jjmctical  doctrine.  Their  ethics  are  easily  to  be  de<lueed 
from  their  theology.  If  Re>:uson  is  the  great  creative  law,  to 
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live  conformably  with  Reason  mnst  be  the  practical  moral 
law.  If  the  universe  be  subject  to  a general  law,  every  part 
of  that  universe  must  also  be  duly  subordinate  to  it.  The 
consequence  is  clear : there  is  but  one  formula  for  Morals, 
and  that  is,  ‘ Live  harmoniously  with  Nature,’  o/ioXoyo/Uvait 
rfj  (ftva-H 

This  is  easDy  said.  An  anxious  disciple  might  however 
desire  greater  precision,  and  ask.  Is  it  universal  nature,  or  is 
it  the  particular  nature  of  man,  that  I am  to  live  in  unison 
with  ? Cleanthes  taught  the  former ; Chrysippus  the  latter ; 
or,  we  should  rather  say,  taught  that  both  individual  and 
universal  nature  should  be  understood  by  the  formula.  And 
this  appears  to  have  been  the  sense  in  which  it  was  usually 
iuterpreted. 

The  distinctive  tendency  of  the  formula  cannot  be  mis- 
taken : it  is  to  reduce  everything  to  Reason,  which,  as  it 
has  supremacy  in  creation,  must  also  have  supremacy  in 
man.  This  is  also  the  Platonic  conception.  It  makes  Logie 
the  rule  of  life ; and  assumes  that  there  is  nothing  in  man’s 
mind  which  cannot  be  reduced  within  the  limits  of  Logic ; 
assumes  that  man  is  aU  intellect.  It  follows,  that  everything 
which  interferes  with  a purely  intellectual  existence  is  to  bo 
eliminated  as  dangerous.  The  pleasures  and  the  pains  of 
the  body  are  to  be  despised : only  tlie  pleasures  and  the 
pains  of  the  intellect  are  worthy  to  occupy  man.  By  his 
passions  he  is  made  a slave ; by  his  intellect  he  is  free.  Ilis 
senses  are  passive ; his  intellect  is  active.  It  is  his  duty 
therefore  to  surmount  and  despise  his  passions  and  his  senses, 
that  he  may  be  free,  active,  virtuous. 

W e have  here  the  doctrine  of  the  Cynics,  somewhat  puri- 
fied, but  fundamentally  the  same ; we  have  here  also  the 
anticipation  of  Rome;  the  forethought  of  that  which  was 
subsequeutly  realised  in  act.  Rome  was  the  fit  theatre  of 
Stoicism,  because  Rome  was  peopled  with  soldiers:  these 
soldiers  had  their  coutempt  of  death  formed  in  perpetual 
campaigns.  How  little  the  Romans  regarded  the  life  of 
man  their  historj'  shows.  The  gladiatorial  combats,  brutal 
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and  relentless,  must  have  hardened  the  minds  of  all  specta- 
tors ; and  there  were  no  softening  influences  to  counteract 
them.  How  difierent  the  Greeks  ! They  did  not  pretend  to 
despise  this  beautiful  life ; they  did  not  afiect  to  be  above 
humanity.  Life  was  precious,  and  they  treasured  it ; trea- 
sured it  not  with  petty  fear,  but  with  noble  ingenuousness. 
They  loved  life,  and  wept  on  quitting  it ; and  they  wept 
without  shame.  Tliey  loved  life,  and  they  said  so.  When 
the  time  came  for  them  to  risk  it,  or  to  give  it  for  their 
country,  or  their  honour, — when  something  they  prized 
higher  was  to  be  gained  by  the  sacrifice, — then  they  died 
unflinchingly.  The  tears  shed  by  Achilles  and  Ulysses  did 
not  unman  them  : these  heroes  fought  terribly,  as  they  loved 
tenderly.  Philoctetes,  in  agony,  howls  like  a wild  beast, 
because  he  feels  pain,  and  feels  no  shame  in  expressing  it. 
But  these  shrieks  have  not  softened  him : he  is  still  the  same 
stem,  implacable  Philoctetes. 

The  Stoics,  in  their  dread  of  becoming  effeminate,  became 
marble.  They  despised  pain ; they  despised  death.  To  be 
above  pain  was  thought  manly.  They  did  not  see  that,  in 
this  resi)ect,  instead  of  being  above  Humanity,  they  sank 
below  it.  If  it  is  a condition  of  our  human  organization 
to  be  susceptible  of  pain,  it  is  only  afiectation  to  conceal 
the  expression  of  that  pain.  Could  silence  stifle  pain, 
it  were  well ; hut  to  stifle  the  cry,  is  not  to  stifle  the 
feeling ; and  to  have  a feeling,  yet  afiect  not  to  have  it,  is 
pitiful.  The  savage  soon  learns  that  Philosophy ; the 
civilized  man  is  superior  to  it.  You  receive  a blow,  and  you 
do  not  wince  ? so  much  of  heroism  is  displayed  by  a stone. 
You  are  face  to  face  with  Death,  and  you  have  no  regrets  ? 
then  you  are  unworthy  of  life.  Real  heroism  feels  the  pain 
it  conquers,  and  loves  the  life  it  surrenders  in  a noble  cause. 

As  a reaction  against  efieminacy.  Stoicism  maybe  applauded; 
as  a doctrine,  it  is  one-sided.  It  ends  in  apathy  and  egoism. 
Apathy,  indeed,  was  considered  by  the  Stoics  ns  the  highest 
condition  of  Humanity ; whereas,  in  truth,  it  is  the  lowest. 
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CHAPTER  rv. 

THE  HEW  ACADEMY. 

§ I.  Aecesilaus  and  Carneades. 

The  New  Academy  would  solicit  our  attention,  were  it 
only  for  the  celebrity  bestowed  on  it  by  Cicero  and 
Horace ; but  it  has  other  and  higher  points  of  interest  than 
those  of  literary  CTiriosity.  The  combat  of  which  it  was  the 
theatre  was,  and  is,  of  singular  importance.  The  questions 
connected  with  it  are  those  vital  questions  respecting  the 
origin  and  certitude  of  human  knowledge,  which  so  long 
have  occupied  the  ingenuity  of  thinkers;  and  the  consequences 
which  flow  from  either  solution  of  the  problem  are  of  the 
utmost  importance. 

The  Stoics  endeavoured  to  establish  the  certitude  of  human 
knowledge,  in  order  that  they  might  establish  the  truth  of 
moral  principles.  They  attacked  the  doctrines  of  the  Sceptics, 
and  believed  they  triumphed  hy  bring^g  forward  their  own 
doctrine  of  Common-Sense.  But  the  New  Academicians  had 
other  argpiments  to  offer.  They  too  were  Sceptics,  although 
their  scepticism  difiered  from  that  of  the  Pyrrhouists.  The 
nature  of  this  difference  Se.vtus  Empericus  has  noted. 
‘ Many  jiersons,’  says  he,  ‘ confoimd  the  Philosophy  of  the 
Academy  with  that  of  the  Sceptics.  But  although  the 
disciples  of  the  New  Academy  declare  that  all  things  are 
incomprehensible ; yet  they  are  distinguished  from  the 
PjTrhonists  in  this  very  dogmatism ; they  aflSnn  that  aU 
things  are  incomprehensible — the  Sceptics  do  not  affirm  even 
that.  Moreover,  the  Sceptics  consider  all  perceptions  per- 
fectly equal  as  to  the  faithfulness  of  their  testimony;  the 
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Academicians  distinguish  between  probable  and  improbable 
perceptions : the  first  they  class  under  various  heads.  There 
are  some,  they  say,  which  are  merely  probable,  others  which 
arc  also  confirmed  by  reflection,  others  which  are  subject  to 
no  doubt.  Assent  is  of  two  kinds  : simple  assent  which  the 
mind  yields  without  repugnance  as  without  desire,  such  as 
that  of  a child  following  its  master ; and  the  assent  which 
follows  upon  conviction  and  reflection.  Tlie  Sceptics  admitted 
the  former  kind ; the  Academicians  the  latter.’ 

These  difierences  are  of  no  great  moment ; but  in  the 
history  of  sects  we  find  every  variation  invested  with  its 
degree  of  importance;  and  we  can  understand  the  per- 
tinacity wth  which  the  Academicians  distinguished  them- 
selves from  the  Sceptics,  even  on  such  slight  grounds  as  the 
above. 

In  treating  of  the  Academicians  we  are  forced  to  foUow  the 
plan  pursued  with  the  Sceptics,  namely  to  consider  the  doc- 
trines of  the  whole  sect,  ratlier  than  to  particularize  the  share 
of  each  individual  member.  The  Middle  Academy  and  the 
New  Academy  we  thus  unite  in  one ; although  the  ancients 
drew  a distinction  between  them,  it  is  difficult  for  moderns 
to  do  so.  Arcesilaus  and  Carneades,  therefore,  shall  be 
our  types. 

Arcesilaus  was  bom  at  Pitane  in  the  116th  Olympiad 
(b.c.  316).  lie  was  early  taught  mathematics  and  rhetoric, 
became  the  pupil  of  Theophrastus,  afterwards  of  Aristotle,  and 
finally  of  Polemo  the  Platonist.  In  this  last  school  he  was 
contemporary  with  Zeno,  and  probably  there  began  that 
antagonism  which  was  so  remarkable  in  their  subsequent 
career.  On  the  death  of  Crates,  Arcesilaus  filled  the  Academic 
chair,  and  filled  it  with  groat  ability  and  success.  His 
fascinating  manners  won  him  general  regard.  He  was 
learned  and  sweet-tempered,  and  generous  to  a fault.  Visiting 
a sick  friend,  who,  he  saw,  was  suffering  from  privation,  he 
slipped,  unobserved,  a purse  of  gold  underneath  the  sick  man’s 
pillow.  \Vlion  the  attendant  discovered  it,  the  sick  man  said 
with  <1  smile,  ‘ This  is  one  of  Arcosilaus’s  generous  frauds.’ 


Digitized  by  Google 


ARCESILAUS  AND  CARNE^VDES. 


303 


He  was  of  a somewhat  luxurious  temper,  but  he  lived  till 
the  age  of  seventy-five,  when  he  killed  himself  by  hard 
drinking. 

Carneades,  the  most  illustrious  of  the  Academicians,  was 
bom  at  Cyrenc,  in  Africa,  01.  141,  4 (b.c.  213).  He  was  a 
pupil  of  Diogenes  the  Stoic,  who  taught  him  the  subtleties  of 
disputation.  This  made  him  sometimes  exclaim  in  the  course 
of  a debate : ‘ If  I have  reasoned  rightly,  you  are  wrong ; if 
not,  0 Diogenes,  return  me  the  viina  I paid  you  for  my 
lessons.’  On  leaving  Diogenes  he  became  the  pupil  of 
Hegesinus,  who  then  held  the  Academic  chair ; by  him  he 
was  instructed  in  the  sceptical  principles  of  the  Academy, 
and  on  his  death  he  succeeded  to  his  chair.  He  also  dili- 
gently studied  the  voluminous  writings  of  Chrysippus.  These 
•were  of  great  value  to  him,  exercising  his  subtlety,  and  try- 
ing the  temper  of  his  own  metal.  He  owed  so  much  to  this 
opponent  that  he  used  to  say,  ‘ Had  there  not  been  a Chry- 
sippus, I should  not  be  what  I am.’  There  are  two  kinds  of 
writers : those  who  directly  instruct  us  in  sound  knowledge, 
and  those  who  indirectly  lead  us  to  the  truth  by  the  very 
opposition  they  raise  against  their  views.  Next  to  exact 
knowledge,  there  is  nothing  so  instructive  as  exact  error : 
an  error  clearly  stated,  and  presented  in  somewhat  the  same 
way  as  it  at  first  presented  itself  to  the  mind  which  now 
upholds  it,  enables  us  to  see  not  only  that  it  is  an  error,  but 
by  what  illusion  it  deceived  the  ujdiolder ; it  thus  becomes 
fertile  in  results.  It  is  better  than  direct  instruction : better, 
because  the  learner’s  mind  is  called  into  full  activity,  and 
apprehends  the  truth  for  itself,  instead  of  passively  assenting 
to  it. 

Canieades  was  justified  in  his  praise  of  Chrysippus.  He 
felt  how  much  he  owed  to  his  antagonist.  He  felt  that  to 
him  he  owetl  a clear  conception  of  the  Stoical  error,  and  a 
clear  conviction  of  the  truth  of  the  Academic  doctrine ; and 
owed  also  no  inconsiderable  portion  of  that  readiness  and 
subtlety  which  marked  him  out  amongst  his  countrymen  as 
a fitting  Ambassador  to  be  sent  to  Rome. 
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Carneadcs  in  Rome — Scoptieism  in  the  Stoic  city — presents 
an  interesting  picture.  The  Romans  crowded  round  him, 
fascinated  by  his  subtlety  and  eloquence.  Before  Galba — 
before  Cato  the  Censor — he  harangued  with  marvellous 
unction  in  praise  of  Justice ; and  the  hard  brow  of  the  grim 
Stoic  softened ; an  approving  smile  played  over  those  thin 
firm  lips.  But  the  next  day  the  brilliant  orator  midertook 
to  exhibit  the  uncertainty  of  all  human  knowledge ; and,  as 
a proof,  he  refuted  all  the  arguments  with  which  the  day 
before  he  had  supported  Justice.  He  spoke  against  Justice 
as  convincingly  as  he  had  spoken  for  it.  The  brow  of  Cato 
darkened  again,  and  with  a keen  instinct  of  the  dangers  of 
such  ingenuity  operating  uixm  the  Roman  youth,  he  per- 
suaded the  Senate  to  send  back  the  philosophers  to  their 
own  country. 

Cameades  returned  to  Athens,  and  there  renewed  his 
contest  with  the  Stoics.  He  taught  with  great  applause, 
and  lived  to  the  advanced  age  of  ninety. 

Tliat  the  Academicians  should  have  gone  over  to  scepti- 
cism is  not  strange : indeed,  as  we  have  said,  scepticism  was 
the  inevitable  result  of  the  tendencies  of  speculation  ; and 
the  only  sect  which  did  not  accept  it  was  forced  to  find  a 
refuge  in  Common-Sense ; that  is  to  say,  was  forced  to  find 
refuge  in  the  abdication  of  Philosophy,  which  abdication  was 
in  itself  a species  of  scepticism.  But  it  may  seem  strange 
that  the  New  Academy  should  issue  from  Plato ; it  may 
seem  strange  that  ArcesUaus  should  be  a continuer  and  a 
warm  admirer  of  Plato.  The  ancients  themselves,  according 
to  Sextus  Empiricus,  were  divided  amongst  each  other 
resjKJCting  Plato’s  real  doctrine ; some  considering  him  a 
sceptic,  others  a dogmatist.  We  have  already  explained  the 
cause  of  this  difference  of  opinion,  and  have  sho^vn  how  very 
little  consistency  and  precision  there  is  in  the  opinions  of 
Plato  uiK)n  all  subjects  except  Method.  Scepticism,  there- 
fore, might  very  easily  result  from  a study  of  his  writings. 
But  this  is  not  all.  Plato’s  attack  upon  the  theories  of  his 
predecessors,  which  were  groxmded  upon  sense-knowledge,  is 
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constant,  triurapliant.  The  dialogue  of  the  Thewtdus,  which 
is  devoted  to  the  subject  of  Philosophy,  is  an  exposition  of 
the  incapacity  of  sense  to  furnish  materials  for  Philosoph}'. 
All  that  sense  can  furnish  the  materials  for  is  Opinion,  and 
Opinion,  as  he  frequently  declares,  even  when  it  is  Right 
Opinion,  never  can  be  Philosophy.  Plato,  in  short,  destroyed 
all  the  old  foundations  upon  which  theories  had  been  con- 
structed. He  cleared  the  ground  before  commencing  his 
own  work.  By  this  means  he  obviated  the  attacks  of  the 
Sophists,  and  yet  refused  to  sustain  the  onus  of  errors  which 
his  predecessors  had  accumulated.  The  Sophists  saw  the 
weakness  of  the  old  belief,  and  attacked  it.  Having  reduced 
it  to  ruins,  they  declared  themselves  trhimphant.  Plato 
apiK'ared,  and  admitted  the  fact  of  the  old  fortress  being  in 
ruins,  and  its  deserving  to  be  so ; but  he  denied  that  the  city 
of  Truth  was  taken.  ‘ Expend,’  said  he,  ‘ your  wrath  and 
skill  in  battering  down  such  fortresses ; I will  assist  you ; for 
I too  declare  them  useless.  But  the  real  fortress  you  have 
not  yet  approached ; it  is  situate  on  far  higher  ground.’ 
Sense-knowledge  and  Opinion  being  thus  set  aside,  the 
stronghold  of  Philosophy  was  the  Ideal  theory : in  it  Plato 
found  refuge  from  the  Sophists.  Aristotle  came  and  destroyed 
that  theory.  What  then  remained  ? Scepticism. 

Arcesilaus  admitted,  with  Plato,  the  uncertainty  of  Opinion ; 
but  he  also  admitted,  with  Aristotle,  the  incorrectness  of  the 
Ideal  theorj’.  He  was  thus  reduced  to  scepticism.  The 
argximents  of  Plato  hful  quite  destroyed  the  certitude  of 
Opinion  ; the  arguments  of  Aristotle  had  quite  destroyed  the 
Ideal  theory.  And  thus,  by  refusing  to  accept  one  argument 
of  the  Platonic  doctrine,  Arcesilaus  could  from  Plato’s  works 
deduce  his  own  theory  of  the  Incomprehensibility  of  all 
things:  the  acfitnlfjity. 

The  doctrine  of  acatalepsy  recalls  to  us  the  Stoical  doctrine 
of  catalepsy  or  Apprehension,  to  which  it  is  the  antithesis. 
The  Cataleptic  Phantasm  was  the  True  Perception,  accord- 
ing to  the  Stoics ; according  to  the  Academicians  all  Per- 
ceptions were  acaluleptic,  i.  e,  bore  no  conformity  to  the 
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objects  perceived ; or,  if  they  did  bear  any  confonnity  there- 
to, it  could  never  bo  knowi. 

Arcesilaus  saw  the  weak  point  of  the  Stoical  argument. 
Zeno  pretended  that  there  was  a criterion,  which  decided 
between  Science  and  Opinion,  which  decided  between  true  and 
false  perceptions,  and  this  was  the  assent  which  the  mind 
gave  to  the  truth  of  certain  perceptions : in  other  words, 
Common-Sense  was  ‘the  criterion.  ‘ But,’  said  Arcesilaus, 

‘ what  is  the  difiference  between  the  assent  of  a wise  man, 
and  the  assent  of  a madman  ? — Tliere  is  no  difference  but  in 
name.’  He  felt  that  the  criterion  of  the  Stoits  was  itself  in 
need  of  a criterion. 

Chrysippus  the  Stoic  combated  Arcesilaus,  and  was  in  turn 
combated  by  Cameodes.  The  great  question  then  ponding 
was  this : — 

What  Critei-ion  is  there  of  the  truth  of  cmr  knowledge  ? 

The  criterion  must  reside  in  Eeason,  in  Conception,  or  in 
Sensation.  It  cannot  reside  in  Reason,  because  Reason  itself 
is  not  independent  of  the  other  two : it  operates  upon 
the  materials  furnished  by  them,  and  is  dependent  upon 
them.  Our  knowledge  is  derived  from  the  senses,  and  every 
object  presented  to  the  mind  must  consequently  have  been 
originally  presented  to  the  senses  : on  their  accuracy  the 
mind  must  depend. 

Reason  cannot  therefore  contain  within  itself  the  desired 
criterion.  Nor  can  Conception  ; for  the  same  arguments 
apply  to  it.  Nor  can  the  ciaterion  reside  in  Sense  ; because, 
as  all  admit,  the  senses  arc  deceptive,  and  there  is  no  percep- 
tion which  cannot  be  false  ? For  what  is  Perception  ? Our 
Senses  only  inform  us  of  the  presence  of  an  object  in  so  far 
as  they  are  affected  by  i t.  But  what  is  this  ? Is  it  not  wo 
who  are  affected — we  who  are  modified?  Yes;  and  this 
modifieation  reveals  lx)th  itself  and  the  object  which  causes 
it.  Like  light,  which  in  showing  itself,  shows  also  the 
objects  upon  which  it  is  tlm)wn  ; like  light  also,  it  shows 
objects  in  its  ouni  colours.  Perception  is  a peculiar  modifica- 
tion of  the  soul.  The  whole  problem  now  to  solve  is  this : — 
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Docs  every  modifiration  of  the  sonl  exactly  correepond  with 
the  external  object  which  causes  that  modification? 

This  is  a problem  presented  by  the  Academicians.  They 
answered,  but  they  did  not  solve  it ; they  left  to  their  adver- 
saries the  task  of  proving  the  correspondence  between  the 
object  and  subject. 

In  nowise  does  the  Sensation  correspond  with  the  Object ; 
in  nowise  does  the  modification  correspond  with  the  external 
cause,  except  in  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect.  The  early 
thinkers  were  well  aware,  that  in  order  to  attribute  any 
C(;rtainty  to  sensuous  knowledge,  we  must  assume  that  the 
Senses  transmit  us  copies  of  things.  Democritus,  who  was 
the  first  to  see  the  necessity  of  such  an  hypothesis,  suggested 
that  our  Ideas  were  Eidula,  or  images  of  the  objects,  of  an 
extremely  airy  texture,  which  were  thrown  off  by  the  objects 
in  the  shape  of  effluvia,  and  entered  the  brain  by  the  pores. 
Those  who  could  not  admit  such  an  explanation  substituted 
the  hyi)othesis  of  Impressions.  Ask  any  man,  not  versed  in 
such  inquiries,  whether  ho  believes  his  perceptions  to  be 
copies  of  objects, — whether  ho  believes  that  the  flower  he  secs 
before  him  exists  quite  independently  of  him,  and  of  every 
other  human  being,  and  exists  with  the  same  attributes  of 
shape,  fragrance,  taste,  &c.,  his  answer  is  sure  to  be  in  the 
affirmative.  He  will  regard  you  as  a madman  if  you  doubt 
it.  And  yet  so  early  as  the  epoch  of  which  we  are  now 
sketching  the  history,  thinking  men  had  learned  in  somewise 
to  see  tliat  our  Perceptions  were  not  copies  of  objects,  but 
were  simply  modifications  of  our  minds,  caused  by  the  objects. 
Once  admit  this,  and  sensuous  knowledge  is  for  ever  pro- 
nounced not  oidy  uncertiiin,  but  necessarily  so.  Can  each 
modification  be  a copy  of  the  cause  which  modifies?  As  well 
ask,  Is  the  pain,  occasioned  by  a bum,  a copy  of  the  fire? 
Is  it  at  all  like  the  fire  ? Docs  it  at  all  express  the  essence  of 
fire  ? Not  in  the  least.  It  only  expresses  one  relation  in 
which  we  stand  to  the  fire  ; one  effect  upon  us  which  fire  will 
j)roduce.  Nevertheless  fire  is  an  object,  and  a burn  is  a 
sensation.  The  way  in  which  we  perceive  the  existence  of 
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tlie  object  (fire)  is  similar  to  that  in  which  we  perceive  the 
existence  of  other  objects  : and  that  way  is  in  the  modifica- 
tions they  occasion  ; i.e.  in  the  Sensations. 

Let  us  take  another  instance.  We  say  that  we  hear 
thimder : in  other  words,  that  Ave  have  a perception  of  the 
object  called  thunder.  Our  sensation  really  is  of  a sound, 
which  the  electrical  phenomena  we  call  thunder  have  caused 
in  us,  by  setting  the  air  vibrating  and  thus  acting  on  the 
auditory  nerve.  Is  our  sensation  any  copy  of  the  Phenomena? 
Does  it  in  any  degree  express  the  nature  of  the  Phenomena  ? 
No ; it  only  expresses  the  effect  produced  in  us  by  a certain 
vibration  of  the  air. 

In  these  cases  most  people  will  readily  acquiesce ; for,  by 
a very  natural  confusion  of  ideas,  Avhenever  they  speak  of 
perceptions  they  mostly  mean  visual  perceptions ; because 
with  sight  the  clearest  knowledge  is  associated ; because  also 
the  hypothesis  of  our  perceptions  being  copies  of  Things  is 
founded  upon  sight.  The  same  persons  who  would  Avillingly 
admit  that  pain  was  not  a copy  of  the  fire,  nor  of  anytliing 
in  the  nature  of  fire,  except  in  its  effect  on  our  nerves,  would 
protest  that  the  appearance  of  fire  to  the  eye  was  the  real 
appearance  of  the  fire,  all  eyes  apart,  and  quite  independent 
of  human  vision.  Yet  if  all  sentient  beings  were  at  once 
swept  from  the  face  of  the  earth,  the  fire  would  have  no 
attribute  at  aU  resembling  pain  ; because  pain  is  a modifica- 
tion, not  of  fire,  but  of  a sentient  being.  In  like  manner,  if 
all  sentient  beings  were  at  once  swept  from  the  face  of  the 
earth,  the  fire  Avould  have  no  attributes  at  all  resembling 
light  and  colour ; because  light  and  colour  are  modifications 
of  the  sentient  beuig,  caused  by  something  external,  but  no 
more  resembling  its  cause  than  the  pain  inflicted  by  an  in- 
strument resembles  that  instrument. 

Pain  and  colour  are  modifications  of  the  sentient  being. 
Tlie  question  at  issue  is,  Cau  a modification  of  a sentient 
being  be  a copy  of  its  cause  ? We  may  imagine  that  Avhen 
Ave  see  an  object  our  sensation  is  a copy  of  it,  because  we 
believe  that  the  object  paints  itself  upon  the  retina  ; and  we 
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liken  perception  to  a mirror,  in  which  things  are  reflected. 
It  is  extremely  difficult  to  divest  ourselves  of  this  prejudice ; 
but  we  may  be  made  aware  of  the  fallacy  if  we  attend  to 
those  perceptions  which  are  not  visual — to  the  perceptions  of 
sound,  fragrance,  taste,  or  pain.  These  are  clearly  nothing 
but  modifications  of  our  sentient  being,  caused  by  external 
objects,  but  in  nowise  resembling  them.  We  are  all  agreed 
that  the  heat  is  not  in  the  fire,  but  in  us  ; that  sweetness  is 
not  in  the  sugar,  but  in  us  ; that  fragrance  is  but  the  par- 
ticles which,  impinging  on  the  olfactory  nerve,  cause  a sen- 
sation in  us.  In  all  beings  similarly  constituted  these  things 
would  have  similar  effects,  would  cause  pain,  sweetness,  and 
fragrance ; but  on  all  other  beings  the  eflects  would  be  dif- 
ferent. Fire  would  bum  paper,  but  not  pain  it ; sugar  would 
mix  with  water,  but  not  give  it  the  sensation  of  sweetness. 

The  radical  error  of  those  who  believe  that  wo  perceive 
things  as  they  are,  consists  in  mistaking  a metaphor  for  a 
fact,  and  believing  that  a mind  is  a mirror  in  which  external 
objects  are  reflected.  But,  as  Bacon  finely  says,  ‘ The  hiuuan 
understanding  is  like  an  unequal  mirror  to  the  rays  of  things, 
which,  mixing  its  own  nature  with  the  nature  of  things, 
distorts  and  perverts  them.’  We  attribute  heat  to  the  fire, 
and  colour  to  the  flower ; heat  and  colour  really  being  states 
of  our  consciousness,  occasioned  by  the  Are  and  the  flower 
under  certain  conditions. 

Percolation  is  nothing  more  than  a state  of  the  percipient ; 
i.e.  a state  of  consciousness.  This  state  may  be  occasioned 
by  some  external  cause,  and  may  be  as  complex  as  the  cause 
is  complex,  but  it  is  still  nothing- more  than  a state  of  con- 
sciousness— an  effect  produced  by  an  adequate  cause.  Of 
every  change  in  our  sensation  we  arc  conscious,  and  in  time 
we  learn  to  give  definite  names  and  forms  to  the  causes  of 
these  changes.  But  in  the  fact  of  Consciousness  there  is 
nothing  beyond  consciousness.  In  our  perceptions  we  are 
conscious  only  of  the  changes  which  have  taken  place  within 
us : we  can  never  tninscend  the  sphere  of  our  o>vn  conscious- 
ness ; we  can  never  go  out  of  ourselves,  and  become  aware  of 
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the  objects  which  caused  those  changes.  All  we  can  do  is 
to  identify  certain  external  appearances  with  certain  internal 
changes,  e.g.  to  identify  the  appearance  we  name  ‘ fire  ’ with 
certain  sensations  we  have  known  to  follow  our  being  placed 
near  it.  Turn  the  fact  of  Consciousness  how  we  will,  we  can 
see  nothing  in  it  but  the  change  of  a sentient  being  operated 
by  some  external  cause.  Consciousness  is  no  mirror  of  the 
world ; it  gives  no  faithful  reflection  of  things  as  they  are  per 
se ; it  only  gives  a faithful  report  of  its  own  modification  as 
excited  by  external  things. 

The  world,  apart  from  our  consciousness,  i.  e.  the  non-ego 
qua  non-ego — the  world  per  se — is,  in  all  likelihood,  some- 
thing utterly  different  from  the  world  as  we  know  it ; for  all 
we  know  of  it  is  derived  through  our  consciousness  of  what 
its  effects  are  on  us,  and  oirr  consciousness  is  obviously  only 
a state  of  ourselves,  not  a copy  of  external  things. 

It  may  be  here  asked.  How  do  you  infer  that  the  world  is 
different  from  what  it  appears  to  us  ? 

The  question  is  pertinent,  and  may  be  answered  briefly. 
The  world  per  se  must  be  different  from  what  it  appears  to 
us  through  consciousness,  because  to  us  it  is  only  known 
in  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect.  World  is  the  cause ; 
our  consciousness  the  effect.  But  the  same  cause  operating 
on  some  other  organization  would  produce  a very  different 
effect.  If  all  animals  were  blind,  there  would  be  no  such 
thing  as  light  (i.e.  light  as  we  know  it),  because  light  is 
a resultant  of  the  operation  of  some  unknown  thing  on  the 
retina.  If  all  animals  were  deaf,  there  would  be  no  such 
thing  as  sound,  because  soimd  is  a resultant  of  the  ojjeration 
of  some  unknown  thing  on  the  tympanum.  If  all  men  were 
without  their  present  nervous  system,  there  would  be  no  such 
thing  as  pain,  because  pain  is  a resultant  of  the  operation  of 
some  external  thing  on  the  specialized  nervous  system. 

Light,  colour,  soxmd,  taste,  smell,  are  all  states  of  con- 
sciousness ; what  they  are  beyond  consciousness,  as  exist- 
ences per  se,  wo  caimot  know,  we  cannot  imagine,  because 
we  can  only  conceive  them  as  we  know  them.  Light,  with 
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its  myriad  forms  and  colovirs — Sound,  with  its  thousand- 
fold life — make  Natnre  what  Nature  appears  to  us.  But 
they  do  not  exist  as  such  apart  from  our  consciousness ; they 
are  the  investitures  with  which  we  clothe  the  world.  Nature 
in  her  insentient  solitude  is  an  eternal  darkness — an  eternal 
silence. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  world  per  se  in  nowise 
resembles  the  world  as  it  appears  to  us.  Perception  is  an 
effect ; and  its  truth  is  not  the  truth  of  resemblance,  but  of 
relation,  i.  e,  it  is  the  true  operation  of  the  world  on  us,  the 
true  operation  of  caixse  and  effect.  But  perception  is  not 
the  true  resemblance  of  the  world : consciousness  is  no 
mirror  reflecting  external  things.  . 

Let  us  substitute  for  the  metaphor  of  a mirror  the  more 
abstract  expression  : ‘ Perception  is  the  effect  of  an  external 
object  acting  on  a sentient  being,’  and  much  of  the  confu- 
sion darkening  this  matter  will  be  dissipated.  An  effect, 
we  know,  agrees  with  its  cause,  but  it  does  not  necessarily 
resemble  it.  An  effect  is  no  more  a copy  of  the  cause  than 
pam  is  a copy  of  the  application  of  fire  to  a finger : ergo. 
Perception  can  never  be  an  accurate  report  of  what  things 
are  per  se,  but  only  of  what  they  are  in  relation  to  us. 

It  has  been  said  that,  although  no  single  sense  does 
actually  convey  to  us  a correct  impression  of  anything, 
nevertheless  we  are  enabled  to  confirm  or  modify  the  report 
of  one  sense  by  the  report  of  another  sense,  and  that  the 
result  of  the  whole  activity  of  the  five  senses  is  a true  im- 
pression of  the  external  object.  This  curious  fallacy  pre- 
tends that  a number  of  false  impressions  are  sufiicient  to 
constitute  a true  one. 

The  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  foregoing  is  this  : 
There  is  no  correspondence  between  the  object  and  the 
sensation,  except  that  of  cause  and  effect.  Sensations  are 
not  copies  of  objects  ; do  not  at  all  resemble  them.  As  w’e 
can  only  know  objects  through  sensation — i.e.  as  we  can 
only  know  our  sensations^we  can  never  ascertain  the  truth 
respecting  objects. 
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This  brings  us  back  to  the  New  Academy,  the  disciples  of 
which  strenuously  maintained  that  Perception,  being  nothing 
but  a modification  of  the  Soul,  could  never  reveal  the  real 
nature  of  things. 

Do  we  then  side  with  the_  Academicians  in  proclaiming 
all  human  knowledge  deceptive  ? No : to  them,  as  to  the 
P^Trhonists,  we  answer:  You  are  quite  right  in  aflhming 
that  man  cannot  transcend  the  sphere  of  his  own  conscious- 
ness, cannot  penetrate  the  real  essences  of  things,  cannot 
know  causes,  can  only  know  phenomena.  But  this  affirma- 
tion— though  it  crushes  Metaphysics — though  it  interdicts 
the  inquiry  into  noumena,  into  essences  and  causes,  as  frivo- 
lous because  futile — does  not  touch  Science.  If  all  our 
knowledge  is  but  a knowledge  of  phenomena,  there  can  still 
be  a Science  of  Phenomena  adequate  to  all  man’s  true  wants. 
If  Sensation  is  but  the  effect  of  an  External  Cause,  we,  who 
can  never  know  that  cause,  know  it  in  its  relation  to  us,  i.e. 
in  its  effects.  These  effects  are  as  constant  as  their  causes  ; 
and,  consequently,  there  can  be  a Science  of  effects,  the  aim 
of  which  is  to  trace  the  Co-existences  and  Successions  of 
Phenomena,  i.e.  to  trace  the  relation  of  Cause  and  Effect 
throughout  the  universe  submitted  to  our  inspection. 

But  neither  the  Pyrrhonists  nor  the  Academicians  saw  this 
refuge  for  the  mind ; they  consequently  proclaimed  Scepti- 
cism as  the  final  result  of  inquiry. 


Digitized  by  Google 


373 


CHAPTER  V. 

Summary  op  the  Eighth  Epoch. 

WE  have  now  brought  our  narrative  to  the  second  crisis 
in  the  history  of  speculation.  The  Scepticism  which 
made  the  Sophists  powerful,  and  which  closed  the  first  period 
of  this  history,  we  now  behold  once  more  usurping  the  intel- 
lects of  men,  and  this  time  with  far  greater  power.  A 
Socrates  appeared  to  refute  the  Sophists.  "Who  is  there  to 
refute  and  discredit  the  Sceptics  ? 

The  Sceptics,  and  all  thinkers  during  the  epoch  we  have 
just  treated  were  such,  whether  they  called  tliemselves 
Epicureans,  Stoics,  Pyrrhonists,  or  New  Academicians, — 
the  Sceptics,  we  say,  were  in  possession  of  the  most  formid- 
able arms.  From  Socrates,  from  Plato,  and  from  Aristotle, 
they  had  borrowed  their  best  weapons,  and  with  these  had 
attacked  Philosophy,  and  attacked  it  with  success. 

All  the  wisdom  of  the  antique  world  was  powerless  against 
the  Sceptics.  Speculative  belief  was  reduced  to  the  most 
uncertain  ‘ probability.’  Faith  in  philosophic  Truth  was 
extmct.  Faith  in  human  endeavour  that  way  was  gone. 
Philosophy  was  rejected  as  impossible. 

But  there  was  one  peculiarity  of  the  Socratic  doctrine  which 
was  preserved  even  in  the  midst  of  scepticism.  Socrates  had 
made  Ethics  the  great  object  of  his  inquiries : and  all  subse- 
quent thinkers  had  given  it  a degree  of  attention  which 
before  was  unknown.  Philosophy  contented  itself  with  the 
Common-Sense  doctrine  of  the  Stoics,  and  the  Probabilities 
of  the  Sceptics,  which,  however  futile  as  philosophic  princi- 
ples, were  eflicacious  enough  as  moral  principles.  Common- 
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Sense  may  be  a bad  basis  for  metaphysical  or  scientific 
reasoning;  but  it  is  not  so  bad  a basis  for  a system  of 
morals. 

The  protest,  therefore,  which  Scepticism  made  against  all 
Philosophj^  was  not  so  anarchical  in  its  tendency  as  the 
protest  made  by  the  Sophists ; but  it  was  more  energetic, 
more  terrible.  In  the  wisdom  of  that  age  there  lay  no  cure 
for  it.  The  last  cry  of  despair  seemed  to  have  been  wrung 
from  the  bafiled  thinkers,  as  they  declared  their  predecessors 
to  have  been  hopelessly  wrong,  and  declared  also  that  their 
error  was  without  a remedy. 

It  was,  indeed,  a saddening  contemplation.  Tlie  hopes 
and  aspirations  of  so  manj-  incomparable  minds  thus  irrevo- 
cably doomed  ; . the  struggles  of  so  many  men,  from  Thales, 
who  first  asked  himself,  "Whence  do  all  things  proceed  ? to 
the  elaborate  systematization  of  the  forms  of  thought  which 
occupied  an  Aristotle — the  struggles  of  all  these  men  had 
ended  in  Scepticism.  Little  was  to  be  gleaned  from  the 
harvest  of  their  endeavours  but  arguments  against  the  pos- 
sibility of  that  Philosophy  they  were  so  anxious  to  form. 
Centuries  of  thought  had  not  advanced  the  mind  one  step 
nearer  to  a solution  of  the  problems  with  which,  child-like, 
it  began.  It  began  with  a child-Uke  question ; it  ended  with 
an  aged  doubt.  Not  only  did  it  doubt  the  solutions  of  the 
great  problem  which  others  had  attempted  ; it  even  doubte<l 
the  possibility  of  any  solution.  It  was  not  the  doubt  which 
begins,  but  the  doubt  which  ends  inquiry : it  had  no  illusions. 

This  was  the  second  crisis  of  Greek  Philosophy.  Season 
thus  assailed  could  only  find  a refuge  in  Faith;  and  the 
next  period  opens  with  the  attempt  to  construct  a Religious 
Philosophy. 
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Reason  allies  itself  with  Faith,  and  Philosophy  renounces 
its  independence,  becoming  once  more  an  instrument 
of  Theology — The  Alejcandrian  School. 


CHAPTER  I. 

mSE  OF  KEO-PLATONIS.V. 

§ I.  Alexakdbia. 

Philosophy  no  longer  found  a home  in  Greece ; it  had 
no  longer  worshippers  in  its  native  country,  and  was 
forced  to  seek  them  elsewhere.  A period  had  arrived  when 
all  problems  seemed  to  have  been  stated,  and  none  seeme<l 
likely  to  be  solved.  Every  system  which  human  ingenuity 
could  devise  had  been  devised  by  the  early  thinkers  ; and  not 
one  had  been  able  to  withstand  examination.  In  the  early 
annals  of  speculation,  a new  and  decisive  advance  is  made 
whenever  a new  question  is  asked  ; to  suggest  a doubt,  is  to 
exercise  ingenuity ; to  ask  a question,  is  to  awaken  men  to  a 
new  view  of  the  subject.  But  now  all  questions  had  been 
asked ; old  questions  had  been  revived  under  new  forms ; 
nothing  remained  to  stimulate  inquiry,  nothing  to  give  specu- 
lators a hope  of  success. 

Unable  to  ask  new  questions,  or  to  offer  new  answers  to 
those  already  asked,  the  philosophers  readily  seized  on  the 
only  means  which  enabled  them  to  gain  renown ; they 
travelled.  They  carried  their  doctrines  into  Egypt  and  to 
Rome ; and  in  those  places  they  were  listened  to  with  wonder 


Digitized  by  Google 


376 


RISE  OF  XEO-PLATONISM. 


and  delight.  Their  old  doctrines  were  novelties  to  a people 
who  had  no  doctrines  of  its  own ; and,  from  the  excessive 
.cost  of  books  in  those  da3's,  almost  all  instruction  being 
oral,  the  strangers  were  welcomed  warmlj',  and  the  doctrines 
imported  were  as  novel  as  if  they  had  been  just  invented. 

Philosophy,  exiled  from  Greece,  was  a favoured  guest  in 
Alexandria  and  Rome : but  in  both  cases  it  was  a stranger, 
and  could  not  be  naturalized.  In  Alexandria,  however,  it 
made  a brilliant  display ; and  the  men  it  protluced  gave  it 
an  originality  and  an  influence  which  it  never  possessed  in 
Rome. 

Roman  Philosophy  was  but  a weak  paraphrase  of  the 
Grecian.  To  speak  Greek,  to  write  Greek,  became  the 
fashionable  ambition  of  Rome.  The  child  was  instructed  by 
a Greek  slave.  Greek  professors  taught  Philosophj'  and 
Rhetoric  to  aspiring  youths.  Athens  had  become  the  neces- 
sary ‘ tour ' wliich  was  to  complete  a man’s  education.  It 
was  there  that  Cicero  learned  those  ideas  which  he  delighted 
in  setting  forth  in  charming  dialogues.  It  was  there  Horace 
learned  that  light  and  careless  philosophy,  which  shines 
through  the  sparkling  crj’stal  of  his  verse.  Wandering  from 
the  Academy  to  the  Porch,  and  from  the  Porch  to  the 
Garden,  he  became  imbued  with  a scepticism  which  checked 
his  poetical  enthusiasm;  he  learned  to  make  a system  of 
that  pensive  epicureanism  which  gives  so  peculiar  a charac- 
ter to  his  poems. 

In  Rome,  Philosophy  might  tinge  the  poetry,  give  weight 
to  oratory,  method  to  jurisprudence,  and  supply  some  topics 
of  conversation ; but  it  was  no  Belief  filling  the  minds  of 
serious  men : it  took  no  root  in  the  national  existence ; it 
produced  no  great  thinkers. 

In  Alexandria  the  case  was  different.  There  several 
schools  were  formed,  and  some  new  elements  introduced  into 
the  doctrines  then  existent.  Great  thinkers — Plotinus, 
Proclus,  PorphjTy — made  it  illustrious  ; and  it  had  a rival, 
whose  antagonism  alone  would  confer  immortal  renown  upon 
it : that  rival  was  Christianity. 
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In  no  species  of  grandeur  was  tlie  Alexandrian  School 
deficient,  as  M.  Snisaet  observes : * genius,  power,  and  dura- 
tion, have  consecrated  it.  Re-animating,  during  an  epoch  of 
decline,  the  fecundity  of  an  aged  civilization,  it  created  a 
whole  family  of  illustrious  names.  Plotinus,  its  real  founder, 
resuscitated  Plato  ; Proclus  gave  the  world  another  Aristotle  ; 
and,  in  the  person  of  Julian  the  Apostate,  it  became  master 
of  the  world.  For  three  oenturies  it  was  a formidable  rival 
to  the  greatest  power  that  ever  appeared  on  earth — the  power 
of  Christianity ; and,  if  it  succumbed  in  the  struggle,  it  only 
fell  with  the  civilization  of  which  it  had  been  the  last 
rampart. 

Alexandria,  the  centre  of  gigantic  commerce,  soon  became 
a new  metropolis  of  science,  rivaUing  Athens.  The  Alex- 
andrian Library  is  too  celebrated  to  need  more  than  a passing 
allusion : to  it,  and  to  the  men  assembled  there,  we  owe  the 
vast  labours  of  erudition  in  philosophy  and  literature  which 
were  of  such  service  to  the  world. 

Beside  the  Museum  of  Alexandria  there  rose  into  fonnid- 
able  importance  the  Didascalia  of  the  Christians.  In  the 
same  city,  Philo  the  Jew,  and  CEnesideinus  the  Pyrrhonist, 
founded  their  respective  schools.  Ammonius  Saccas  appears 
there.  Lucian  passes  through  at  the  same  time  that  Clemens 
Alexandrinus  is  teaching.  After  Plotinus  has  taught,  Arius 
and  Athanasius  will  also  teach.  Greek  Scepticism,  Judaism, 
Platonism,  Christianity — all  have  their  interpreters  within  so 
small  a distance  from  the  temple  of  Serapis. 

§ II.  Philo. 

Alexandria,  as  we  have  seen,  was  the  theatre  of  various 
struggles : of  these  we  are  to  select  one,  and  that  one  the 
struggle  of  the  Neo-Platon ists  with  the  Christian  Fathers. 

Under  the  name  of  the  Alexandrian  School  are  designated, 
loosely  enough,  all  those  thinkers  who  endeavoured  to  find 

* Rei'Uf  df»  Ikux  1844,  tome  iii.  p.  783. 
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a refuge  from  Scepticism  in  a new  Philosophy,  based  on 
altogether  new  principles.  Now,  although  these  Tarious 
thinkers  by  no  means  constitute  a School,  they  constitute  a 
Movement,  and  they  form  an  Epoch  in  the  history  of  Philo- 
sophy. We  may  merely  observe  that  the  ‘Alexandrian 
School  ’ ajid  the  ‘ Neo-Platonists  ’ are  not  convertible  terms  : 
the  former  designates  a whole  movement,  the  latter  desig- 
nates the  most  illustrious  section  of  that  movement. 

Philo  the  Jew  is  the  first  of  these  Neo-Platouists.  He  was 
bom  at  Alexandria,  a few  years  before  Christ.  The  influence 
of  Greek  ideas  had  long  been  felt  in  Alexandria,  and  Philo, 
commenting  on  the  writings  of  the  Jews,  did  so  in  the  spirit 
of  one  deeply  imbued  with  Greek  thought.  His  genius  was 
Oriental,  his  education  Greek ; the  result  was  a strange 
mixture  of  mysticism  and  dialectics.*  To  Plato  he  owed 
much : but  to  the  New  Academy,  perhaps  more.  From 
Caraeades  he  learned  to  distrust  the  truth  of  all  sensuous 
knowledge,  and  to  deny  that  Heason  had  any  criterion  of 
truth. 

Thus  far  he  was  willing  to  travel  with  the  Greeks  ; thus  far 
had  dialectics  conducted  him.  But  there  was  another  element 
in  his  mind  beside  the  Greek : there  was  the  Oriental  or 
mystical  element.  If  human  knowledge  is  a delusion,  we 
must  seek  for  truth  in  some  higher  sphere.  The  Senses  may 
deceive ; Reason  may  be  powerless  ; but  there  is  still  a faculty 
in  man — there  is  Faith.  Real  Science  is  the  gift  of  God : its 
name  is  Faith  : its  origin  is  the  goodness  of  God : its  cause  is 
Piety. 

This  conception  is  not  Plato’s,  yet  is  nevertheless  Platonic. 
Plato  would  never  have  thus  condemned  Reason  for  the  sake 
of  Faith ; and  yet  he,  too,  thought  that  the  nature  of  God 
could  not  be  known,  although  his  existence  could  be 
proved.  In  this  he  would  have  agreed  with  Philo.  But, 
although  Plato  does  not  speak  of  Science  as  the  gift  of  God, 

• St.  Paul  thus  comprchenaively  cipressea  the  national  charactoriatic  of  tho 
Jcwa  and  Greoka : ' The  Jews  require  a sign  (i.e.  a miracle),  and  the  Greeks  seek 
after  wisdom  (i.a.  philosophy).’ — 1 CorirUh.  i.  22. 
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he  does  in  one  place  so  speak  of  Virtue ; and  he  devotes  the 
whole  dialogpie  of  the  Meno  to  show  that  Virtue  cannot  be 
taught,  because  it  is  not  a thing  of  the  tinderstanding,  but  a 
gift  of  God.  The  reasons  he  there  employs  may  easily  have 
suggested  to  Philo  their  application  to  Philosophy. 

From  this  point  Philo’s  Philosophy  of  course  becomes  a 
Theology.  God  is  incfl’able,  incomprehensible  : his  existence 
may  be  known ; his  natxire  can  never  be  known  : 6 S’  apa  oi/Si 
Tw  vw  KaraXijTnot,  oti  firj  Kark  to  elvat  ftovov.  But  to  know 
that  he  exists  is  in  itself  the  knowledge  of  his  being  one, 
perfect,  simple,  immutable,  and  without  nttrilmle.  This  know- 
ledge is  implied  in  the  simple  knowledge  of  his  existence : 
he  cannot  be  otherwise,  if  he  exist  at  all.  But  to  know  this, 
is  not  to  know  in  what  consists  his  perfection.  We  caimot 
penetrate  with  our  glance  the  mystery  of  his  essence.  We  can 
only  believe. 

If  however  we  cannot  know  God  in  his  essence,  we  can 
obtain  some  knowledge  of  his  Divinity : we  know  it  in  The 
TTord.  This  \6yot — this  Word  (using  the  expression  in  its 
Scriptural  sense) — fills  a curious  place  in  all  the  mystical 
systems.  God  being  incomprehensible,  inaccessible,  an  in- 
termediate existence  was  necessary  as  an  interpreter  between 
God  and  Man,  and  this  intermediate  existence  the  Mystics 
called  The  Word. 

The  Word,  according  to  Philo,  is  God’s  Thought.  This 
Thought  is  twofold : it  is  \oyot  ivZidBeros,  the  Thought  as 
embracing  aU  Ideas  (in  the  Platonic  sense  of  the  term  Idea), 
i.  e.  Thought  as  Thought ; and  it  is  \6yot  irpotpopucot,  the 
Tliought  realized : Thought  become  the  World. 

In  these  three  hypostases  of  the  Deity  we  see  the  Trinity  of 
Plotinus  foreshadowed.  There  is,  first,  God  the  Father; 
secondly,  the  Son  of  God,  i.  e.  the  Xoyos ; thirdly,  the  Son  of 
the  Xoyof,  i.  e.  the  World. 

This  brief  outline  of  Philo’s  Theology  will  sufficiently 
exemplify  the  two  great  facts  which  we  are  anxious  to  have 
imderstood : — 1st,  the  union  of  Platonism  with  Oriental 
mysticism;  2ndly,  the  entirely  new  direction  given  to 
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Pliilosophy,  by  imiting  it  once  more  with  Religion.  It  is 
this  direction  which  characterizes  the  Movement  of  the 
Alexandrian  School.  Reason  had  been  shown  to  be  utterly 
powerless  to  solve  the  great  questions  of  Philosophy  then 
agitated.  Various  Schools  had  pursued  various  Methods, 
but  all  with  one  result.  Scepticism  was  the  conclusion  of  every 
struggle.  ‘And  yet,’  said  the  Mystics,  ‘we  have  an  idea  of 
God  and  of  his  goodness ; we  have  an  ineradicable  belief 
in  his  existence,  and  in  the  Perfection  of  his  nature,  conse- 
quently, in  the  beneficence  of  his  aims.  Yet  these  ideas  are 
not  innate;  were  thej'  innate,  they  would  be  uniformly  en- 
tertained by  all  men,  and  amongst  all  nations.  If  they  are 
not  innate,  whence  are  they  derived  ? Not  from  Reason  ; not 
from  experience  ; then  from  Faith.’ 

Now,  Philosophy,  conceive  it  how  you  wiU,  is  entirely  the 
offspring  of  Reason : it  is  the  endeavour  to  explain  by  Reason 
the  mysteries  amidst  which  we  ‘ move,  live,  and  have  our 
being.’  Although  it  is  legitimate  to  say,  ‘ Reason  is  in- 
capable of  solving  the  problems  proposed  to  it,’  it  is  not 
legitimate  to  add,  ‘ there  fore  we  must  call  in  the  aid  of  Faith.’ 
In  Philosophy,  Reason  must  either  reign  alone,  or  abdicate. 
No  compromise  is  permissible.  If  there  are  things  between 
heaven  and  earth  which  are  not  dreamt  of  in  our  Philosophy 
— which  do  not  come  witliin  the  possible  sphere  of  our  Philo- 
sophy— we  may  believe  in  them,  indeed,  but  we  cannot 
christen  that  belief  philosophical. 

One  of  two  tilings, — either  Reason  is  capable  of  solving 
the  problems,  or  it  is  incapable  : in  the  one  case  its  attempt 
is  philosophical ; in  the  second  case  its  attempt  is  futile. 
Any  attempt  to  mix  up  Faith  with  Reason,  in  a matter 
exclusively  addressed  to  the  Re.ason,  must  be  abortive.  We 
do  not  say  that  what  Faith  implicitly  accepts.  Reason  may 
not  explicitly  justify ; but  we  say,  that  to  bring  Faith  to 
the  aid  of  Reason,  is  altogether  to  destroy  the  philosophical 
character  of  an  inquiry.  Reason  may  justify  Faith ; but 
Faith  must  not  furnish  conclusions  for  Philosophy.  Directly 
Reason  is  abandoned.  Philosophy  ceases;  and  every  explana- 
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tion  then  offered  is  a theological  explanation,  and  must  be 
put  to  altogether  different  tests  from  what  a philosophical 
explanation  would  require. 

Spec\ilation  was  originally  theological ; but  in  process  of 
time  Reason  timidly  ventured  upon  what  are  called  ‘ natural 
explanations  j ’ and  from  the  moment  that  it  felt  itself 
strong  enough  to  be  independent,  Philosophy  was  estab- 
lished, In  the  early  speculations  of  the  lonians  we  saw  the 
pure  efforts  of  Reason  to  explain  mysteries.  As  Philosophy 
advanced,  it  became  more  and  more  evident  that  the  prob- 
lems attacked  by  the  early  thinkers  were,  in  truth,  so  far 
from  being  nearer  a solution,  that  their  extreme  difficulty 
was  only  just  becoming  appreciated.  The  difficulty  became 
more  and  more  apparent,  till  at  last  it  was  pronounced  insu- 
perable : Reason  was  declared  incompetent.  Then  the  Faith 
which  had  so  long  been  set  aside  was  again  called  to  assist 
the  inquirer.  In  other  words.  Philosophy,  discovering  itself 
to  be  powerless,  resigned  in  favour  of  Theology. 

When  therefore  we  say  that  the  direction  given  to  the 
human  mind  by  the  Alexandrian  School,  in  conjimction  with 
Christianity — the  only  two  spiritual  movements  which  mate- 
rially influenced  the  epoch  we  are  speaking  of — was  a 
theological  direction,  the  reader  will  at  once  see  its  immense 
importance,  and  will  be  prepared  to  follow  us  in  our  exposi- 
tion of  the  mystical  doctrines  of  Plotinus. 
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CHAPTER  II. 

AKTAGOXISM  OF  CHUISTIAXITY  AUD  NEO-PLATOMSM. 

§ I.  Plotinus. 

WHILE  Christianity  was  making  rapid  and  enduring 
progress  in  spite  of  every  obstacle  ; while  the  Apostles 
wandered  from  city  to  city,  sometimes  honoured  as  Evange- 
lists, at  other  times  insulted  and  stoned  as  enemies,  the 
Neo-Platonists  were  developing  the  germ  deposited  by  Philo, 
and  not  only  constructing  a theology,  but  endeavouring  on 
that  theology  to  found  a Church.  Whilst  a new  religion, 
Christianity,  was  daily  usurping  the  souls  of  men,  these 
philosophers  fondly  imagined  that  an  old  religion  could 
effectually  oppKise  it. 

Christianity  triumphed  without  much  difficulty.  Look- 
ing at  it  in  a purely  moral  view,  its  superiority  is  at 
once  apparent.  The  Alexandrians  exaggerated  the  vicious 
tendency  of  which  we  have  already  seen  the  fruits  in  the 
Cynics  and  Stoics, — the  tendency  to  despise  Humanity. 
Plotinus  blushed  because  he  had  a body : contempt  of 
human  personality  could  go  no  further.  What  was  offered 
in  exchange  ? The  ecstatic  perception ; the  absorption  of 
personality  in  that  of  the  Deity — a Deity  inaccessible  to 
knowledge  as  to  love — a Deity  which  the  soul  can  only  attain 
by  a complete  annihilation  of  its  personality. 

The  attempt  of  the  Neo-Platonists  failed,  as  it  deserved 
to  fail ; but  it  had  great  talents  in  its  service,  and  it  made 
great  noise  in  the  world.  It  had  three  periods.  The  first 
of  these,  the  least  brilliant  but  the  most  fruitful,  is  that  of 
Ammouius  Saccas  and  Plotinus.  A ^lorter  of  Alexandria 
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becomes  the  chief  of  a School,  and  men  of  genius  listen  to 
him  ; amongst  his  disciples  are  Plotinus,  Origen,  and  Longi- 
nus. This  School  is  perfected  in  obscurity,  and  receives  at 
last  a solid  basis  by  the  development  of  a metaphysical  sys- 
tem. Plotinus,  the  author  of  this  system,  shortly  after 
lectures  at  Eome  with  amazing  success.  It  is  then  that  the 
Alexandrian  School  enters  upon  its  second  period.  With 
Porphyry  and  lamblicus  it  becomes  a sort  of  Church,  and 
disputes  with  Christianity  the  empire  of  the  world.  Chris- 
tianity had  ascended  the  throne  in  the  person  of  Constan- 
tine; Neo-Platonism  dethrones  it,  and  usurps  its  place  in 
the  person  of  Julian  the  Apostate.  But  now  mark  the  dif- 
ference. In  losing  Constantine,  Christianity  lost  nothing  of 
its  real  power ; for  its  power  lay  in  the  might  of  convictions, 
and  not  in  the  support  of  potentates ; its  power  was  a spiri- 
tual power,  ever  active,  ever  fruitful.  In  losing  Julian,  Neo- 
Platonism  lost  its  power,  political  and  religious.  The  third 
period  commences  with  that  loss  : and  the  genius  of  Proclus 
bestows  on  it  one  last  gleam  of  splendour.  In  vain  did  he 
strive  to  revive  the  scientific  spirit  of  Platonism,  as  Plotinus 
had  endeavoured  to  revive  the  religious  spirit  of  Paganism ; 
his  efibrts  were  vigorous,  but  sterile.  Under  Justinian  the 
School  of  Alexandria  became  extinct. 

Such  is  the  outward  history  of  the  School : let  us  now  cast 
a glance  at  the  doctrines  which  were  there  elaborated.  In 
the  writings  of  thinkers  professedly  eclectic,  such  as  were  the 
Alexandrians,  it  is  obvious  that  the  greater  portion  will  bo 
rc2)etitiona  and  reproductions  of  former  thinkers ; and  the 
historian  will  therefore  neglect  such  opinions  to  confine  him- 
self to  those  which  constitute  the  originality  of  the  School. 
The  priginality  of  the  Alexandrians  consists  in  having  em- 
ployed the  Platonic  Dialectics  as  a guide  to  Mysticism  and 
Pantheism;  in  having  coimected  the  doctrine  of  the  East 
with  tlie  dialectics  of  the  Greeks ; in  having  made  Reason 
the  justification  of  Faith. 

There  are  three  essential  points  to  be  here  examined : 
their  Dialectics,  their  theory  of  the  Trinity,  and  thtir 
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principle  of  Einjnation.  By  their  Dialectics  they  were  Pla- 
toiiists ; by  their  theory  of  the  Trinity  they  were  Mystics ; 
by  their  principle  of  Emanation  they  were  Pantheists. 

§ n.  The  Alexandrian  Dialectics. 

The  nature  of  the  Platonic  Dialectics  we  hope  to  have 
already  rendered  intelligible  ; so  that  in  saying  Plotinus  em- 
ployed them  we  are  saved  from  much  needless  repetition. 
But  although  Dialectics  formed  the  basis  of  Alexandrian 
philosophy,  they  did  not,  as  with  Plato,  furnish  the  grounds 
of  belief.  As  far  as  human  philosophy  went,  Dialectics  were 
efficient ; but  there  were  problems  which  did  not  come  -\vithin 
the  sphere  of  human  philosophy,  and  for  these  another 
Method  was  requisite. 

Plotinus  agreed  with  Plato  that  there  could  only  be  a 
science  of  tJnivcrsals.  Every  individual  thing  was  but  a 
phenomenon,  passing  quickly  away,  and  having  no  reiJ 
existence ; it  could  not  therefore  be  the  object  of  pliilosophy. 
But  these  universals — these  Ideas  which  are  the  only  real 
existences — are  they  not  also  subordinate  to  some  higher 
Existence  ? Phenomena  were  subordinate  to  Noumena ; but 
Noumena  themselves  were  subordinate  to  the  One  Noumenon. 
In  other  words,  the  Sensible  World  was  but  the  Appearance 
of  the  Ideal  World,  and  the  Ideal  World  in  its  turn  was  but 
the  mode  of  God’s  existence. 

The  question  then  arose : How  do  we  know  anything  of 
God?  The  Sensible  World  we  perceive  through  our  senses ; 
the  Ideal  World  we  gain  glimpses  of  through  the  reminis- 
cence which  the  Sensible  W orld  awakens  in  us  ; but  how  are 
we  to  take  the  last  step — how  are  wo  to  know  tJie  Deity  ? 

I am  a finite  being ; but  how  can  I comprehend  the 
Infinite  ? As  soon  as  I comprehend  the  Infinite,  I am  in- 
finite myself:  that  is  to  say,  I am  no  longer  myself,  no 
longer  that  finite  being,  having  a consciousness  of  his  own 
separate  existence.*  If,  therefore,  I attain  to  a knowledge  of 

* Ti'i  tty  oSy  riiy  Siiya^ty  abroO  €Ao<  dfiou  raaay ; d yitp  iiioi  wuaay,  tI  S»  tij 
oirToC  Sta^ipot  ; — PtOTISCs,  Eiin.  v.  lib.  5.  c.  10. 
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tlie  Infinite,  it  is  not  by  my  Reason,  -which  is  finite  and 
embraces  only  finite  objects,  but  by  some  higher  faculty,  a 
faculty  altogether  impersonal,  which  identifies  itself  with  its 
object. 

‘The  identity  of  Subject  and  Object — of  the  thought  with 
the  thing  thought  of — is  the  only  possible  gi'ound  of  know- 
ledge.’ This  position,  which  some  of  our  renders  will  recog- 
nize as  a fundamental  position  of  modem  German  specula- 
tion, is  so  removed  from  aU  ordinary  conceptions,  that  we 
must  digress  awhile  in  order  to  explain  it. 

Knowledge  and  Being  are  identical ; to  know  more  is  to 
be  more.  This  is  not,  of  course,  maintaining  the  absurd 
projwsition  that  to  know  a horse  is  to  be  a horse : all  we 
know  of  that  horse  is  oidy  what  we  know  of  the  changes  in 
ourselves  occasioned  by  some  external  cause;  and  identifying 
our  internal  change  with  that  external  cause,  we  call  it  a 
horse.  Here  knowledge  and  being  are  identical.  We  really 
know  nothing  of  the  external  cause  (horse),  we  only  know 
our  own  state  of  being  ; and  to  say,  therefore,  that  ‘ in  our 
knowledge  of  the  horse  we  are  the  horse,’  is  only  saying,  in 
imusual  language,  that  our  knowledge  is  a state  of  our  being, 
and  nothing  more.  The  discussion  respecting  perception,  at 
page  :3G7,  showed  that  knowledge  is  only  a state  of  our  own 
consciousness,  excited  by  some  unknown  cause.  The  cause 
must  remain  unknown,  because  knowledge  is  effect,  not 
cause. 

An  apple  is  presented  to  you ; you  see  it,  feel  it,  taste  it, 
smeU  it,  and  are  said  to  know  it.  What  is  this  knowledge '? 
Simpl}'  a consciousness  of  the  various  ways  in  which  the 
apple  affects  you.  Are  you  blind  and  cannot  sec  it  ? there 
is  one  quality  less  which  it  possesses,  i.  e.  one  mode  less  in 
which  it  is  possible  for  you  to  be  affected.  Are  you  without 
the  senses  of  smell  and  taste  ? there  are  two  other  de- 
ficiencies in  your  knowledge  of  the  apple.  So  that,  by  taking 
away  your  senses,  we  take  away  from  the  apple  each  of  its 
qualities  : in  other  words,  we  take  away  the  means  of  your 
being  affected.  Your  knowledge  of  the  apple  is  reduced  to 
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iiotliiiig.  In  a similar  way,  by  endowing  you  with  more 
senses  we  increase  the  qualities  of  the  apple ; we  increase 
your  knowledge  by  enlarging  your  being.  Thus  are  Know- 
ledge and  Being  identical ; knowledge  is  a state  of  Being  as 
knowing. 

‘ If,’  said  Plotinus,  ‘ knowledge  is  the  same  as  the  thing 
known,  the  Finite,  as  Finite,  never  can  know  the  Infinite, 
because  it  cannot  he  the  Infinite.  To  attempt,  therefore,  to 
know  the  Infinite  by  Reason  is  futile,  it  can  only  be  known 
in  immediate  presence,  irapowia.  The  faculty  by  which  the 
mind  divests  itself  of  its  personality  is  Ecstasy.  In  this 
Ecstasy  the  soul  becomes  loosened  from  its  material  prison, 
separated  from  individual  consciousness,  and  becomes  ab- 
sorbed in  the  Infinite  Intelligence  from  which  it  emanated. 
In  this  Ecstasy  it  contemplates  real  existence ; it  identifies 
itself  with  that  which  it  contemplates.’ 

The  enthusiasm  upon  which  this  Ecstasy  is  founded  is  not 
a faculty  which  we  constantly  possess,  such  as  Reason  or 
Perception  : it  is  only  a transitory  state,  at  least  so  long  as 
our  personal  existence  in  this  world  continues.  It  is  a flash 
of  rapturous  light,  in  wliich  reminiscence  is  changed  into 
intuition,  because  in  that  moment  the  captive  soul  is  given 
back  to  its  parent,  its  God.  The  bonds  which  attach  the  soul 
to  the  body  are  mortal ; and  God,  our  father,  pitying  us,  has 
made  those  bonds,  from  which  we  sufier,  fingile  and  delicate, 
and  in  his  goodness  he  gives  us  certain  intervals  of  respite  ; 
Ztiis  Si  varrip  tKir]<ras  iruvovpji/at,  Oinjrh.  avrwv  ri  Seafid  noiayv 
wipl  a TTOvowTcu,  SIZtaaiv  avairavXaa  iv  ■)(p6voit. 

The  Oriental  and  mystical  character  of  this  conception  is 
worth  remarking ; at  the  same  time  there  is  a Platonic  ele- 
ment in  it,  which  may  bo  noticed.  Plato,  in  the  Ion,  speaks 
of  a chain  of  inspiration,  which  descends  from  Apollo  to 
poets,  who  transmit  the  inspiration  to  the  rhapsodists ; the 
last  links  of  the  chain  are  the  souls  of  lovers  and  philoso- 
phers, who,  unable  to  transmit  the  divine  gift,  are  neverthe- 
less agitated  by  it.  The  Alexandrians  also  admit  tlie  divine 
insjjiration : not  tliat  iuS2)iration  which  only  warms  and 
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exalts  the  heart,  but  that  inspiration  revealing  the  Truth 
which  Reason  can  neither  discern  nor  comprehend.  Whether, 
in  ascending  through  the  various  sciences  and  laboriously 
mounting  all  the  degrees  of  Dialectics,  we  finally  arrive  at 
the  summit,  and  tear  away  the  veil  behind  which  the  Deity 
is  hidden ; or,  instead  of  thus  slowly  moiinting,  we  arrive  at 
the  summit  by  a sudden  spring,  by  the  force  of  virtue  or  by 
the  force  of  love,  the  origin  of  this  revelation  is  the  same : 
the  Poet,  the  Prophet,  and  the  Philosopher  only  differ  in  the 
point  of  departure  each  takes.  Dialectics,  therefore,  though 
a valuable  method,  is  not  an  infallible  one  for  arriving  at 
Ecstasy.  Everything  which  purifies  the  soul  and  makes  it 
resemble  its  primal  simplicity,  is  capable  of  conducting  it  to 
Ecstasy.  Besides,  there  are  radical  differences  in  men’s 
natures.  Some  souls  are  ravished  with  Beauty ; and  these 
belong  to  the  Muses.  Others  are  ravished  with  Unity  an*^ 
Proportion;  and  these  are  Philosophers.  Others  are  mort 
struck  with  Moral  perfections ; and  these  are  the  pious  and 
ardent  souls  who  live  only  in  religion. 

Thus,  then,  the  passage  from  simple  Sensation,  or  from 
Reminiscence,  to  Ecstasy,  may  be  accomplished  in  three 
ways.  By  Music  (in  the  ancient  and  comprehensive  sense  of 
the  term),  by  Dialectics,  and  by  Love  or  Prayer.  The  result 
is  always  the  same — the  victory  of  the  Universal  over  the 
Individual. 

Such  is  the  answer  given  by  the  Alexandrians  to  that 
world-old  question.  How  do  we  know  God  ? The  Reason  of 
man  is  incompetent  to  such  knowledge,  because  Reason  is 
finite,  and  the  finite  cannot  embrace  the  infinite.  But,  inas- 
much as  man  has  a knowledge  of  the  Deity,  he  must  have 
obtained  it  in  some  way : the  question  is.  In  what  way  ? 
This  question,  which  the  Christian  Fathers  answered  by  re- 
ferring to  Revelation,  the  Alexandrians  could  only  answer  by 
declaring  Ecstasy  to  be  the  medium  of  communication, 
because  in  Ecstasy  the  soul  lost  its  personality  and  became 
absorbed  in  the  infinite  Intelligence. 

We  may  read  in  this  an  instructive  lesson  respecting  the 
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vicious  circle  iu  which  all  such  reasonings  are  condemned  to 
move : — 

* The  one  poor  finite  being  in  the  abyss 
Of  infinite  Vwing  twinkling  restlessly  ’ — 

this  finite  being  strives  to  comprehend  that  which  includes  it, 
and  in  the  impossible  attempt  exerts  its  confident  ingenuity. 

Asserting  that  the  finite  ««  finite  cannot  comprehend 
the  infinite,  the  Alexandrian  hypothesis  is  at  least  con- 
sistent in  making  the  finite  become,  for  an  instant,  infinite. 
The  grounds  however  upon  which  this  hypothesis  is  framed 
are  curious.  The  axiom  is  this  : — Tlie  finite  cannot  compre- 
hend the  infiiiite.  The  problem  is  this  : — How  can  the  finite 
comprehend  the  infinite  t*  And  the  solution  is  : — The  finite 
must  became  the  hifinite. 

Absurd  as  this  is,  it  is  the  conclusion  deduced  by  a vigorous 
intellect  from  premisses  which  seemed  indisputable.  It  is 
only  one  of  the  absurdities  inseparable  from  the  attempted 
solution  of  an  insoluble  problem. 

§ III.  The  Alexandeian  Trinity. 

We  have  said  tliat  the  philosophy  of  the  Alexandrians  was 
a theology  ; their  theology  may  be  said  to  be  concentrated  in 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  Nearly  allied  to  the  mystery  of 
the  Incarnation,  which  was  inseparable  from  the  mystery  of 
Redemption,  the  dogma  of  the  Holy  Trinity  was,  as  M. 
Saisset  remarks,  the  basis  of  all  the  Christian  metaphysics. 
The  greater  part  of  the  important  heresies,  Arianism,  Sabel- 
lianism,  Nestorianism,  &c.,  resulted  from  differences  respect- 
ing some  portion  of  this  doctrine.  It  becomes,  therefore,  a 
matter  of  high  historical  interest  to  detennine  its  parentage. 
Some  maintain  that  the  Trinity  of  the  Christians  was  but  an 
imitation  of  that  of  the  Alexandrians ; others  accuse  the 
Alexandrians  of  being  the  imitators.  The  dispute  has  been 
angrily  conducted  on  both  sides.* 

» Such  of  our  readers  as  may  desire  a eompendious  statement  of  the  question 
ore  referred  to  M.  Ji'LSS  .Simon,  Iltstoireder^eolr  ifAUxandrit,  vol.  i.  pp.  308-341, 
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The  Alexandrian  Trinity  is  as  follows : — God  is  triple,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  one.  His  nature  contains  within  it  three 
distinct  Hypostases  (Substances,  i.c.  Persons),  and  these  three 
make  one  Being.  The  first  is  the  Unity : not  The  One  Being, 
not  Being  at  aU,  but  simple  Unity.  The  second  is  the  Intel- 
ligence, which  is  identical  with  Being.  The  third  is  the 
Universal  Soul,  cause  of  all  activity  and  life. 

Such  is  the  formula.  Let  us  now  see  how  their  Dialectics 
conducted  them  to  it.  On  looking  abroad  upon  the  world, 
and  observing  its  constant  transformations,  what  is  the  first 
thing  that  presents  itself  to  our  minds  as  the  cause  of  all 
these  changes  ? It  is  life.  The  whole  world  is  alive ; and, 
not  only  alive,  but  seemingly  participating  in  a life  similar  to 
our  own.  On  looking  deeper,  we  discover  that  life  itself  is 
but  an  effect  of  some  higher  cause  ; and  this  cause  must  be 
the  ‘ Universal  ’ which  we  are  seeking  to  discover.  Analogy 
suggests  that  it  is  Activity — Motion.  But  with  this  Motion 
we  cannot  proceed  far.  It  soon  becomes  apparent  to  us 
that  the  myriad  on-goings  of  nature  are  not  merely  ac- 
tivities," but  intelligent  activities.  No  hazard  rules  this 
world.  Intelligence  is  everywhere  visible.  The  cause,  then, 
we  have  been  seeking  is  at  last  discovered ; it  is  an  Intel- 
ligent Activity.  Now,  what  is  this,  but  that  mysterious  force 
residing  within  us,  directing  us,  impelling  us  P What  is  this 
Intelligent  Activity  but  a soul?  The  soul  which  impels 
and  directs  us  is  an  image  of  the  Soul  which  impels  and 
directs  the  world.  God,  therefore,  is  the  eternal  Soul,  the 
We  have  here  the  first  Hypostasis  of  the  Alexandrians. 

On  a deeper  inspection  this  notion  turns  out  less  satisfac- 
tory. The  dialectician,  whose  whole  art  consists  in  dividing 
and  subdividing,  in  order  to  arrive  at  pure  unity — who  is 
always  unravelling  the  perplexed  web  of  speculation,  to  lay 
bare  at  last  the  unmixed  One  which  had  become  enveloped 
in  the  Many — the  dialectician,  bred  up  in  the  Schools  of  Plato 
and  Aristotle,  could  not  rest  satisfied  with  so  complex 

nnd  to  the  article  by  M.  Saissbt,  in  the  Revue  des  Deux  Mondes,  before  re- 
ferred to. 
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ail  entity  as  an  Intelligent  Activity.  There  are  at  least  two 
ideas  here,  and  two  ideas  entirely  distinct  in  nature,  viz. 
Intelligence  and  Motion.  Now,  although  these  might  be 
united  in  some  idea  common  to  both  yet  superior  to  both, 
neither  of  them  could  be  considered  as  the  last  term  in  an 
analysis.  The  Intelligence,  when  analyzed,  is  itself  the 
activity  of  some  intelligent  being,  of  Mind,  \6yot. 

God,  therefore,  is  Mind,  absolute,  eternal,  immutable.  We 
have  here  the  second  H3'postasis.  Superior  to  the  Divine 
Soul,  ->p-v)(T]  ToO  trainos,  which  is  the  cause  of  aU  activitj',  and 
king  of  the  sensible  world,  x°PVy°^  Kwi/aeco!,  /3aa-i\evt  ra>v 
ytyvofi^vtoy,  we"  find  the  Diidne  Mind,  vovs,  the  magnificence 
of  which  we  may  faintly  conceive  bj’  reflecting  on  the  splen- 
dours of  the  sensible  world,  with  the  Gods,  Men,  Animals, 
and  Plants,  which  adorn  it : splendours  which  are  but  im- 
perfect images  of  the  incomparable  lustre  of  eternal  truth. 
The  Divine  Mind  embraces  all  the  intelligible  Ideas  which 
are  without  imperfection,  without  movement.  Tliis  is  the 
Age  of  Gold,  of  which  God  is  the  Saturn.  For  Saturn,  of 
whom  the  Poets  have  so  grandly  sung,  is  the  Divine  Intel- 
ligence ; that  perfect  world  which  they  have  described,  when 

* Vor  rrat  letprniim : pUcidiqup  topentibus  auris 

Mulcebant  Zt  phyri  mitos  sine  RrmiDf*  flores. 

Mox  itiani  fruges  tellus  inarata  ferebat; 

NfC  renovatua  uger  graridia  canebat  ar;8tis. 

I'luTninajum  lactis,  jam  flumina  nectans  ibant; 

Flavuquc  do  riridi  stillubant  ilice  meUa.’* 

That  golden  age  is  the  Intelligible  World,  the  eternal  thought 
of  eternal  Intelligence. 

A word  on  this  Alexandrian  vovt.  It  is  Thought  abstracted 
from  all  thinking ; it  does  not  reason : for  to  reason  is  to 
acquire  a knowledge  of  something ; he  who  reasons,  arrives 
at  a consequence  from  his  premisses,  which  he  did  not  see  in 

• ' The  flowers  unsown  in  fields  and  meadows  reigned  ; 

And  western  winds  immortal  spring  maintained. 

In  following  years  the  bearded  com  ensued 
From  earth  unjisked ; nor  was  that  earth  renewed. 

From  reins  of  Talleys  milk  and  nectar  broke, 

And  honey  sweating  from  the  pores  of  oak.’—  Dryokh’s  OHt/. 
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those  premisses  without  effort.  But  God  sees  the  conse- 
quence simultaneously  with  the  premisses.  His  knowledge 
resembles  our  knowledge  as  hieroglyphic  writing  resembles 
our  -Nvritten  language  : that  which  we  discursively  develope, 
he  embraces  at  once. 

This  vow  is  at  the  same  time  the  eternal  existence,  since 
all  Ideas  are  vmited  in  it.  It  is  the  vorjais  votja-eojt  voTjais  of 
Aristotle, — or,  to  use  the  language  of  Plotinus,  the  Sight 
Seeing,  the  identity  of  the  act  of  seeing  with  the  object  seen : 
foTt  yap  T)  voTjtTif  opatTis  opwa-a,  apifxo  to  iv, — a conception 
which  will  at  once  be  understood  by  recurring  to  our  illustra- 
tion of  the  identity  of  Knowledge  and  Being. 

One  would  fancy  that  this  was  a degree  of  abstraction  to 
satisfy  the  most  ardent  dialectician ; to  have  analyzed  thus 
far,  and  to  have  arrived  at  pure  Thought  and  pure  Existence 
— the  Thought  apart  from  Thinking  and  the  Existence  apart 
from  its  modes — would  seem  the  very  limit  of  human  in- 
genuity, the  last  abstraction  possible.  But  no : the  dia- 
lectician is  not  yet  contented : he  sees  another  degree  of 
abstraction  still  higher,  still  simpler:  he  calls  it  Unity. 
God,  as  Existence  and  Thought,  is  God  as  conceived  by 
human  intelligence:  but,  although  human  intelligence  is 
imable  to  embrace  any  higher  notion  of  God,  yet  is  there  in 
human  intelligence  a hint  of  its  own  weakness  and  an  assur- 
ance of  God’s  being  something  ineffable,  incomprehensible. 
God  is  not,  en  demiere  analyse.  Existence  and  Tliought. 
What  is  Thought  ? WTiat  is  its  type  ? The  type  is  evi- 
dently human  reason.  What  does  an  examination  of  human 
reason  reveal  ? This : — To  think  is  to  be  aware  of  some 
object  from  which  the  thinker  distinguishes  himself.  To 
think  is  to  have  a self-consciousness,  to  distinguish  one’s 
personality  from  that  of  all  other  objects,  to  determine  the 
relation  of  self  to  not-self.  But  nothing  is  external  to  God : 
in  him  there  can  be  no  distinction,  no  determination,  no 
relation.  Therefore  God,  in  his  highest  hypostasis,  cannot 
think,  cannot  be  thought,  but  must  be  something  superior  to 
thought.  Hence,  the  necessity  for  a third  hypostasis,  which. 
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third  in  the  order  of  discovery,  is  first  in  the  order  of  being : 
it  is  Unity, — to  aTrXoO*'. 

The  Unity  is  not  Existence,  neither  is  it  Intelligence— it 
is  sujierior  to  both  : it  is  superior  to  all  action,  to  all  deter- 
mination, to  all  knowledge ; for,  in  the  same  way  as  the 
multiple  is  contained  in  the  simple,  the  many  in  the  one,  in 
the  same  way  is  the  simple  contained  in  the  unity;  and  it  is 
impossible  to  discover  the  truth  of  things  luitil  we  have 
arrived  at  this  absolute  unity ; for,  how  can  we  conceive  any 
existing  thing  except  by  unity’?  What  is  an  individual,  an 
animal,  a plant,  hut  that  unity  which  presides  over  multi- 
plicity ? What  even  is  multij)licity — lui  army,  an  assembly, 
a flock — when  not  brought  under  unity?  Unity  is  omni- 
present ; it  is  the  bond  which  miites  even  the  most  complex 
things.  The  Unity  which  is  absolute,  immutable,  infinite, 
and  self-sufficing  is  not  the  numerical  unit,  not  the  indivi- 
sible point.  It  is  the  absolute  universal  One  in  its  perfect 
simplicity.  It  is  the  highest  degree  of  perfection — the  ideal 
Beauty,  the  supreme  Good,  irpm-ov  dyaOov. 

God  therefore  in  his  absolute  state — in  his  first  and  highest 
hypostasis — is  neither  Existence  nor  Thought,  neither  moved 
nor  mutable : ho  is  the  simple  Unity,  or,  ns  Hegel  would 
say,  the  Absolute  Nothing,  the  Immanent  Negative. 

Our  readers  will  perhaps  scarcely  be  patient  under  this  in- 
fliction of  dialectic;il  subtlety  ; hut  we  beg  them  to  remember 
that  the  absurdities  of  genius  are  often  more  instructive  than 
the  discoveries  of  common  men,  and  the  subtleties  and  extra- 
vagances of  the  Alexandrians  are  fraught  with  lessons.  If 
rigorous  logic  conducted  eminent  minds  to  conceptions  which 
appear  extravagant  and  sterile,  they  may  induce  in  us  a 
wholesome  suspicion  of  the  efficacy  of  that  logic  to  solve  the 
problems  it  is  occupied  with.  Nor  is  the  lesson  inapplicable 
to  our  own  ago.  Geriman  metaphysicians  resemble  Plotinus 
more  than  Plato  or  Aristotle : nor  is  the  reason  difficult  of 
discovery.  Plotinus,  coming  after  all  the  grejit  thinkers  had 
asked  almost  every  metaphysical  question  and  given  almost 
every  possible  answer,  was  condemned  either  to  scepticism. 
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or  to  accept  any  consequences  of  Hs  dialectics,  however 
extreme.  Philosophy  was  in  this  dilemma : either  to  abdi- 
cate, or  to  be  maf,'nificently  tyrannical : it  chose  to  be  the 
latter.  Plotinus  therefore  shrank  from  no  extravagances : 
where  Reason  failed,  there  he  called  upon  Faith.  The  Ger- 
mans who  saw  the  establishment  of  Positive  Science,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  tlie  destructive  results  of  Kant’s  Critique 
on  the  other,  found  Philosophy  in  a similar  dilemma : com- 
pelled either  to  declare  itself  incapable,  or  to  proclaim  its 
despotism  and  infallibility. 

The  Hegelian  faith  in  dialectics  may  be  contrasted  with  the 
Alexandrian  faith  in  Ecstasy.  Both  proceed  with  peaceable 
dogmatism  to  explain  tliat  God  is  this,  or  that ; to  explain 
bow  the  Nothing  becomee  the  existing  world ; to  explain 
many  other  inexplicable  things ; and,  if  you  stop  them  with 
the  simple  inquiry.  How  do  you  know  this  ? what  is  your 
ground  of  certitude?  they  smile,  allude  blandly  to  Vemunft, 
and  continue  their  exijosition. 

Plotinus,  indeed,  said,  that  although  Dialectics  raise  us  to 
some  conviction  of  the  existence  of  God,  we  cannot  speak  of 
his  nature  otherwise  than  negatively : sp  d^aipiarei  vdvra  tA 
TTfpi  TovTop  \eyofigpa.  We  are  forced  to  admit  his  existence, 
though  it  is  not  correct  to  speak  even  of  his  existence.  To 
say  that  ho  is  superior  to  Existence  and  Thought  is  not  to 
define  him ; it  is  only  to  distinguish  him  from  what  he  is 
not.  What  he  is  we  cannot  know ; it  would  be  ridiculous  to 
endeavour  to  comprehend  him.  This  difference  apart,  there 
is  remarkable  similarity  in  the  speculations  of  the  Alex- 
andrians and  the  Hegelians  : a similarity  which  all  will 
detect  who  are  capable  of  detecting  identity  of  thought 
under  diversity  of  language. 

To  return  to  the  Alexandrian  Trinity,  we  see  in  it  the 
Perfect  Principle,  the  One,  to  ip  dirKovp,  which  generates  but 
is  imgenerated ; the  Principle  genenited  by  the  Perfect  is 
of  aU  generated  things  the  most  i>erfect ; it  is  therefore  In- 
telligence : vovs.  In  the  same  way  as  Intelligence  is  the 
Word  (\070s)  of  the  One  and  the  manifestation  of  its  pciwer. 
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80  also  the  Soul  is  theWord  and  manifestation  of  the  Intel- 
ligence, olov  Kal  T)  '}nrx,f}  Xoyoi  vov.  The  three  hypostases  of 
the  Deity  are  therefore,  1st,  the  Perfect,  the  Absolute  Unity, 
TO  Sv  a.7r\ovy ; 2nd,  the  First  Intelligence,  to  uovv  irpantos ; 
3rd,  the  Soul  of  the  world. 

This  Trinity  is  very  similar  to  the  threefold  nature  of  God 
in  Spinoza’s  system.  Spinoza  says,  that  God  is  the  infinite 
Existence,  having  two  infinite  Attributes,  namely,  Eirtension 
and  Thought.  Now  tliis  Existence,  which  has  neither  Ex- 
tension nor  Thought  except  as  Attributes,  although  verbally 
difiPering  from  the  Absolute  Unconditioned,  the  One,  of 
Plotinus,  is  really  the  same  : it  is  the  last  abstraction  which 
the  human  faculty  can  make  : it  is  that  of  which  nothing 
can  be  predicated,  and  yet  which  must  be  the  final  predicate 
of  everything : division  and  subdivision,  however  prolonged, 
stop  there,  and  admit  as  final  the  Unconditioned  Uncon- 
ditional Something,  or  that  which  Proclus  (and  after  him 
Hegel)  calls  The  Non-Being,  fii}  Si>,  although  it  is  not  correct 
to  call  it  nothing,  firjhiv. 

This  conception,  which  it  is  impossible  to  state  in  words 
without  stating  gross  contradictions,  is  the  result  of  rigorous 
logic.  The  process  is  this : I have  to  discover  that  which  is 
at  the  bottom  of  the  mystery  of  existence — the  great  First 
Cause ; and,  to  do  this  I mnist  eliminate  one  by  one  every- 
thing which  does  not  present  itself  as  self-existing,  self- 
sufficirfg,  as  necessarily  the  fret  of  all  things,  the  dpxn- 

The  ancients  began  their  speculations  in  the  same  way, 
but  with  less  knowledge  of  the  conditions  of  inquiry.  Hence 
Water,  Air,  Soul,  Number,  Force,  were  severally  accepted  as 
Princijna.  In  the  time  of  the  Alexandrians  something  more 
subtle  was  required.  They  asked  the  same  question,  but 
they  asked  it  with  a full  consciousness  of  the  failure  of  their 
predecessors.  Even  Thought  would  not  satisfy  them  as  a 
Principium ; nor  were  they  better  satisfied  with  abstract 
Existence.  They  said  there  is  something  beyond  Thought, 
something  beyond  Existence : there  is  that  which  thinks, 
that  which  exists.  This  ‘ that’  this  Indeterminate  Ineffable, 
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is  the  Principium.  It  is  self-sufficing,  self-existent ; nothing 
can  be  conceived  beyond  it.  In  the  old  Indian  hypothesis 
of  the  world  being  supported  by  an  elephant,  who  stood  on 
the  back  of  a tortoise,  the  tortoise  standing  on  nothing,  we 
see  a rude  solution  of  the  same  problem  : the  mind  is  forced 
to  arrest  itself  somewhere,  and  wherever  it  arrests  itself  it  is 
forced  to  declare,  explicitly  or  implicitly,  that  it  stops  at 
Nothing;  because,  as  soon  as  it  predicates  anj’thing  of  that 
at  which  it  stops,  it  is  forced  to  admit  something  beyond  : if 
the  tortoise  stands  on'the  back  of  some  other  animal,  upon 
what  does  that  other  animal  stand  ? 

Philosophy,  when  employed  upon  this  subject,  necessarily 
abuts  upon  Nothing,  up>on  absolute  Negation ; the  terms  in 
which  this  conception  is  clothed  may  differ,  but  the  concep- 
tion remains  the  same : Plotinus  and  Hegel  shake  hands. 

In  reviewing  the  history  of  Greek  speculation,  from  the 
‘Water  ’ of  Thales  to  the  ‘ Absolute  Negation  ’ of  Plotinus, 
what  a reflection  is  forced  upon  us  of  the  vanity  of  meta- 
phj'sics ! So  many  years  of  laborious  inquiry,  so  many 
splendid  minds  engaged,  and,  after  the  lapse  of  ages,  the 
inquiry  remains  the  same,  the  answer  only  more  ingeniously 
absurd  ! Was,  then,  all  this  labour  vain?  Were  those  long 
laborious  years  all  wasted?  Were  those  splendid  minds  all 
useless?  No:  earnest  endeavour  is  seldom  without  result. 
Those  centuries  of  speculation  were  not  useless,  they  were 
the  education  of  the  human  race.  They  taught  mankind 
this  truth  at  least : the  Infinite  cannot  be  known  by  the 
finite : and  man,  as  finite,  can  only  know  phenomena. 
Those  labours,  so  fruitless  in  their  immediate  object,  have 
indirect  lessons.  The  speculations  of  the  Greeks  preserve 
the  same  privilege  as  the  glorious  products  of  their  art 
and  literature ; they  are  the  models  from  which  the  specula- 
tions of  posterity  are  reproductions.  The  history  of  modem 
metaphysical  philosophy  is  but  the  narrative  of  the  same 
struggles  which  agitated  Greece.  The  same  problems  are 
revived,  and  the  same  answers  offered. 
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§ IV.  The  Doctrine  of  Emanation. 

Ancient  Metaphysics  propounds  three  questions : Has 
human  knowledge  any  absolute  certiiinty  i*  Wliat  is  the 
nature  of  God  ? What  is  the  origin  of  the  World  ? 

Our  review  of  the  various  attempts  to  answer  these 
questions  has  ended  in  the  Alexandrian  School,  which 
answered  them  as  follows  : 1st.  Human  knowledge  is  neces- 
sarily uncertain ; hut  this  difficulty  is  got  over  by  the  hypo- 
thesis of  an  Ecstasy,  in  which  the  soul  becomes  identified 
with  the  Infinite.  2nd.  Tlie  nature  of  God  is  a triple  Unity 
—three  hypostases  of  the  One  Being.  3rd.  The  origin  of 
the  world  is  the  law  of  Emanation. 

This  third  answer  is  of  course  implied  in  the  second.  God, 
as  Unity,  is  not  Existence ; but  he  becomes  Existence  by  the 
Emanation  from  his  Unity  (Intelligence),  and  by  the  second 
emanation  from  his  Intelligence  (Soul),  and  this  Soul,  in  its 
manifestations,  is  the  World. 

Hitherto  dualism  has  been  the  imivcrsal  creed  of  those 
who  admitted  any  distinction  between  the  world  and  its 
Creator.  Jupiter  organizing  Chaos ; the  God  of  Anaxagoras 
whose  force  is  wasted  in  creation ; the  Srj/uovpyos  of  Plato 
who  conquers  and  regulates  Matter  and  Motion ; the  im- 
movable Thought  of  Aristotle : all  these  creeds  were  duaHstic ; 
and,  indeed,  to  escape  dualism  was  not  easy. 

If  God  is  distinct  from  the  World,  dualism  is  at  once  as- 
sumed. If  he  is  distinct,  he  must  be  distinct  in  Essence.  If 
distinct  in  essence,  the  question  of  Whence  came  the  world  ? 
is  not  answered ; for  the  world  must  have  existed  contempo- 
raneously with  him. 

Here  lies  the  difficulty : either  God  made  the  world,  or  he 
did  not.  If  he  made  it,  whence  did  he  make  it  ? He  coidd 
not,  said  logic,  make  it  out  of  Nothing  : for  Nothing  can  come 
of  Nothing ; ho  must,  tlierefore,  have  made  it  out  of  his  own 
substance.  If  it  is  made  out  of  his  own  substance,  then  it  is 
identical  with  him  : it  must  then  have  existed  already  in  him. 
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or  he  could  not  have  produced  it.  But  this  identification  of 
God  with  the  world  is  Piintheism ; and  begs  the  question  it 
should  answer. 

K he  did  not  make  it  out  of  his  own  substance,  ho  must 
have  made  it  out  of  some  substance  already  existing ; and 
thus  also  the  question  stUl  remains  unanswered. 

This  problem  was  solved  by  the  Christians  and  Alexandrians 
in  a similar,  though  apparently  different,  manner.  Tlie 
Christians  said  that  God  created  the  world  out  of  Nothing 
by  the  mere  exercise  of  his  omnipotent  will ; for  to  Omnipo- 
tence everything  is  possible ; one  thing  is  as  easy  as  another. 
The  Alexandrians  said  that  the  world  w;is  distinct  from  God 
in  act  ratlier  than  in  essence : it  was  the  manifestation  of  his 
will,  or  of  his  intelligence. 

Thus  the  world  is  God ; but  God  is  not  the  world. 
Without  the  necessity  of  two  principles,  the  distinction  is 
preserved  between  the  Creator  and  the  Created.  God  is  not 
confounded  with  Matter ; and  yet  philosophy  is  no  longer 
oppressed  with  the  difficulty  of  accounting  for  two  eteraally 
existing  and  eternally  distinct  principles. 

Plotinus  had  by  his  Dialectics  discovered  the  necessity  of 
Unity  as  the  basis  of  existence:  he  had  also  by  the  same 
means  discovered  that  the  Unity  could  not  possibly  remain 
alone : othenvise,  there  would  never  have  been  the  Many. 
If  the  Many  implies  the  One,  the  One  also  implies  the  Many. 
It  is  the  property  of  each  principle  to  engender  that  which 
follows  it:  to  engender  it  in  virtue  of  an  ineffable  power 
which  loses  nothing  of  itself.  This  power,  ineffable,  inex- 
haustible, exercises  itself  without  stopping,  from  generation 
to  genenitiou,  till  it  attains  the  limits  of  possibility. 

By  this  law,  which  governs  the  world,  and  from  which  God 
himself  cannot  escape,  the  totality  of  existences,  which  Dia- 
lectics teach  us  to  arrange  in  a proper  hierarchy  from  Gotl 
to  sensible  Matter,  appear  to  us  thus  united  in  one  indis- 
soluble chain,  since  each  being  is  the  necessary  product  of 
that  which  precedes  it,  and  the  necessary  producer  of  that 
which  succeeds  it. 
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If  a^ked  why  Unity  should  ever  become  Multiplicity — 
why  God  should  ever  manifest  himself  in  the  world?  the 
answer  is  ready : The  One,  as  conceived  by  the  Eleatics,  had 
long  been  found  incomplete ; for  a God  who  had  no  intelli- 
gence could  not  be  perfect : as  Aristotle  says,  a God  who 
does  not  think  is  unworthy  of  respect.  If,  therefore,  God  is 
Intelligent,  he  is  necessarily  active : a force  that  engenders 
nothing,  can  that  be  a real  force  ? It  was,  therefore,  in  the 
very  nature  of  God  a necessity  for  him  to  create  the  world : 
iy  Tp  Tjv  to  votitv, 

God,  therefore,  is  in  his  very  essence  a Creator, 

He  is  like  a Sun  pouring  forth  his  rays,  without  losing 
any  of  its  substance : olov  ix  tfxoTos,  ttjv  if  avrov  Trepi- 
Xap.yp'iv.  All  this  flux — this  constant  change  of  things, 
this  birth  and  death — is  but  the  restless  manifestation  of 
a restless  force.  These  manifestations  have  no  absolute 
truth,  no  duration.  The  individual  perishes,  because  indi- 
vidual: it  is  only  the  universal  that  endures.  The  indi- 
vidual is  the  finite,  the  perishable;  the  universal  is  the 
infinite,  immortal.  God  is  the  only  existence : he  is  the 
real  existence,  of  which  we,  and  other  things,  are  but  the 
transitory  phenomena.  And  yet  timid  ignorant  man,  timid 
because  ignorant,  fears  death!  To  die  is  to  live  the  true 
life : it  is  to  lose,  indeed,  sensation,  passions,  interests,  to 
be  free  from  the  conditions  of  space  and  time, — to  lose 
personality ; but  it  is  also  to  quit  this  world  and  to  be  bom 
anew  in  God, — to  quit  this  frail  and  pitiable  individuality, 
to  be  absorbed  in  the  being  of  the  Infinite.  To  die  is  to  live 
the  true  life.  Some  faint  glimpses  of  it — some  overpower- 
itig  anticipations  of  a bliss  intolerable  to  mortal  sense,  are 
realized  in  the  brief  moments  of  Ecstasy,  wherein  the  Soul 
is  absorbed  in  the  Infinite,  although  it  cannot  long  remain 
there.  Those  moments  so  exquisite  yet  so  brief  are  sutfieient 
to  reveal  to  us  the  divinity,  and  to  show  us  that  deep  em- 
bedded in  our  personality  there  is  a ray  of  the  divine  source 
of  light,  a ray  which  is  always  struggling  to  disengage  itself, 
and  return  to  its  source.  To  die  is  to  live  the  true  life ; and 
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Plotinus  dying,  said,  in  his  agony,  ‘I  am  struggling  to 
liberate  the  divinity  within  me.’ 

This  mysticism  is  worth  attention,  as  indicative  of  the 
march  of  the  human  mind.  In  many  preceding  thinkers 
we  have  seen  a very  strong  tendency  towards  the  desecration 
of  personality.  Prom  Heraclitus  to  Plotinus  there  is  a 
gradual  advance  in  this  direction.  The  Cynics  and  the 
Stoics  made  it  a sort  of  philosophical  basis.  Plato  im- 
plicitly, and  sometimes  explicitly,  gave  it  his  concurrence. 
The  conviction  of  man’s  insignificance,  and  of  the  impossibi- 
lity of  his  ever  in  this  world  ascertaining  the  truth,  seem  to 
have  oppressed  philosophers  with  self-contempt.  To  curse 
the  bonds  which  hound  them  to  ignorance,  and  to  quit  a 
world  in  which  they  were  thus  bound,  were  the  natural 
consequences  of  their  doctrines;  but,  linked  mysteriously 
as  we  are  to  life — even  to  the  life  we  curse — our  doctrines 
seldom  lead  to  suicide.  In  default  of  suicide,  nothing  re- 
mained but  Asceticism — a moral  suicide.  As  man  could 
not  summon  courage  to  quit  the  world,  he  would  at  least 
endeavour  to  lead  a life  as  far  removed  from  worldly  passion 
and  worldly  condition  as  was  possible;  and  he  would  wel- 
come death  as  the  only  true  life. 
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pnocius. 

1)LOTINUS  attempted  to  imite  Philosophy  with  Reliffion, 
attempted  to  solve  by  Faith  the  problems  insoluble  by 
Reason  ; and  the  result  of  such  an  attempt  wiis  necessarily 
mysticism.  But,  although  the  mystical  element  is  an  impwr- 
tant  one  in  his  doctrine,  he  did  not  allow  himself  to  be 
seduced  into  aU  the  extravagances  which  naturally  flowed 
from  it.  Th.at  was  reserved  for  his  successors,  lamblicus  in 
particular,  who  performed  miracles,  and  constituted  himself 
High  Priest  of  the  Universe. 

With  Proclus  the  Alexandrian  School  made  a final  ofibrt, 
and  with  him  its  defeat  was  entire.  He  was  born  at  Con- 
stantinople, A.  D.  41 2.  He  came  early  to  Alexandria,  where 
Olympiodorus  was  teaching.  He  passed  onwards  to  Athens, 
and  from  Plutarch  and  Sjuianus  he  learnt  to  comprehend  the 
doctrines  of  Plato  and  Aristotle.  Aftenvards,  becoming 
initiated  into  the  Theurgical  mysteries,  he  was  soon  mode  a 
High  Priest  of  the  Universe. 

Tlie  theological  tendency  is  still  more  remarkable  in  Proclus 
than  in  Plotinus.  He  regarded  the  Orphic  poems  and  the 
Chaldean  oracles  as  divine  revelations,  and,  therefore,  as  the 
real  source  of  philosophy,  if  properly  interpreted ; and  in  this 
allegorical  interpretation  consisted  his  whole  system. 

* The*  intelligible  forms  of  ancient  poets. 

The  fair  humanities  of  old  religion, 

The  Power,  the  Beauty,  and  the  Majesty, 

That  had  her  haunts  in  dale,  or  piny  mountain, 

Or  forest  by  slow  stream,  or  pebbly  spring. 

Or  chuiimi)  and  wafry  dt  plbs  ; all  thoBe  Ixavu  vaiiiali’d. 
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Tlu*y  live  no  longi  r in  the  faith  of  reason  ! 
lint  still  the  heart  doth  need  a language,  still 
Doth  the  old  instinct  bring  back  the  old  names. 

Ami  to  yon  starry  world  they  now  are  gone, 

Spirits  c»r  Gods  that  used  to  Bhar»*  this  earth 
AVith  man  ns  with  their  friend.’ ♦ 

To  breathe  the  breath  of  life  into  the  nostrils  of  these  defiinct 
deities,  to  restore  the  beautiful  Pagan  creed,  by  interpreting 
its  symbols  in  a new  sense,  was  the  aim  of  the  whole 
Alexandrian  School. 

Proclus  placed  Faith  above  Science.  It  was  the  only 
faculty  by  which  The  Good,  that  is  to  say.  The  One,  could 
be  apprehended.  ‘ The  philosopher,’  said  he,  ‘ is  not  the 
priest  of  one  Religion,  but  of  aU  Religions  ; ’ that  is  to  say, 
he  is  to  reconcile  all  modes  of  belief  by  his  interpretations. 
Reason  is  the  expositor  of  Faith.  But  Proclus  made  one 
exception : there  was  one  Religion  which  he  could  not  tolerate, 
which  he  could  not  interpret, — that  was  the  Christian. 

With  this  conception  of  his  mission,  it  is  easy  to  see  that 
his  method  must  have  been  eclectic.  Accordingly,  in  making 
Philosophy  the  expositor  of  Religion,  ho  relied  upon  the 
doctrines  of  his  predecessors  without  pretending  to  discover 
new  ones  for  his  purpose.  Aristotle,  whom  he  called  ‘the 
philosopher  of  the  understanding,’  he  regarded  as  the  man 
whose  writings  formed  the  best  introduction  to  the  stndj'  of 
wisdom.  In  him  the  student  learnt  the  use  of  his  Reason  ; 
leamt  also  the  forms  of  thought.  After  this  preparatory 
study  came  the  study  of  Plato,  whom  he  called  the  ‘ philo- 
sopher of  Reason,  the  sole  guide  to  the  region  of  Ideas, 
that  is,  of  Eternal  Truths.  The  reader  will  probably  re- 
cognize here  the  distinction  between  Understanding  and 
Reason,  revived  by  Kant,  and  so  much  insisted  on  by 
Coleridge  and  his  followers. 

Plato  was  the  idol  of  Proclus ; and  the  passionate  disciple 
thought  every  word  of  the  master  an  oracle ; he  discovered 
everywhere  some  hidden  and  oracular  meaning,  interpreting 
the  simplest  recitals  into  sublime  allegories.  Thus  th» 

• CoVridgi",  in  his  translation  of  the  Piecolomini. 
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affection  of  Socrates  for  Alcibiades  became  the  slender  text 
for  a whole  volume  of  mystical  exposition. 

It  is  curious  to  notice  the  transformations  of  Philosophy 
in  the  various  schools.  Socrates  inter}iretcd  the  inscription 
on  the  temple  at  Delphi,  ‘ Know  thyself,’  as  an  exhortation 
to  psychological  and  ethical  study.  He  looked  inwards,  and 
there  discovered  certain  truths  which  scepticism  could  not 
darken ; and  he  discoursed,  says  his  biographer,  on  Justice 
and  Injustice,  on  things  holy  and  things  unholy. 

Plato  also  looked  inwards,  hoping  to  find  there  a basis  of 
philosophy;  but  his  ‘Know  thyself’  had  a different  significa- 
tion. Man  was  to  study  himself,  because,  by  becoming 
thoroughly  acquainted  with  his  mind,  he  would  become 
acquainted  with  the  eternal  Ideas  of  which  sense  awakened 
Reminiscence.  His  self-knowledge  was  Dialectical,  rather 
than  Ethical.  The  object  of  it  was  the  contemplation  of 
eternal  Existence,  not  the  regulation  of  oim  worldly  acts. 

The  Alexandrians  also  interj)reted  the  inscription ; but  with 
them  the  Socratic  conception  was  completely  set  aside,  and 
the  Platonic  conception  carried  to  its  limits.  ‘Know  thyself,’ 
says  Proclus,  in  his  commentary  on  Plato’s  First  Alcibiades, 
‘ that  you  may  know  the  essence  from  whose  source  j’ou  are 
derived.  Know  the  divinity  that  is  within  you,  that  you  may 
know  the  divine  One  of  which  your  soul  is  but  a ray.  Know 
your  own  mind,  and  you  will  have  the  key  to  all  knowledge.’ 
Tliese  are  not  the  words  of  Proclus,  but  they  convey  the 
meaning  of  many  pages  of  his  mystical  dialectics. 

We  are  struck  in  Proclus  with  the  frank  and  decided 
manner  in  which  Metaphysics  is  assumed  to  be  the  only  pos- 
sible science ; we  are  struck  with  the  naive  manner  in  which 
the  fundamental  error  of  metaphysical  inquiry  is  laid  open 
to  view,  and  presented  as  an  absolute  truth.  In  no  other 
ancient  system  is  it  stated  more  nakedly.  If  we  desired  an 
illustration  of  the  futility  of  metaphysics  we  could  not  find  a 
better  than  is  afforded  by  Proclus,  who,  be  it  observed,  only 
pushed  the  premisses  of  others  to  their  rigorous  conclusions. 

He  teaches  that  the  hierarchy  of  ideas,  in  which  there  is  a 
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gradual  generation  from  the  most  abstract  to  the  most  con- 
crete, exactly  corresponds  with  tlie  hierarchy  of  existences,  in 
which  there  is  a constant  generation  from  the  most  abstract 
(Unity)  to  the  most  concrete  (phenomena) : so  that  the  re- 
lations which  these  ideas  bear  to  each  other,  the  laws  which 
subordinate  one  to  the  other — in  a word,  the  forms  of  the 
nomenclature  of  human  conceptions — express  the  real  causes, 
their  action,  their  combinations  ; in  fact,  the  whole  system  of 
the  universe.* 

This  is  trank.  The  objection  to  tlie  metaphysician  has 
been  that  he  looks  inwards  to  discover  that  which  lies  with- 
oui  him,  hoping,  in  his  own  conceptions  of  that  which  he  is 
seeking  to  know,  to  find  the  thing  he  seeks.  The  ‘ phi- 
losophers of  the  Understanding  ’ aver  that  to  analyze  your 
mind  is  to  learn  the  nature  of  your  mind : nothing  else. 
Proclus  boldly  assumes  that  to  know  the  nature  of  your  o^vn 
mind  is  to  know  the  whole  universe.  This  is  at  least  con- 
sistent. But  one  might  reasonably  ask  how  this  knowledge 
is  to  be  gained  ? not  simply  by  looking  inwards,  or  else  all 
philosophers  woidd  have  gained  it ; not  even  by  meditation. 
How  then  ? Listen : — 

‘ Mercur)',  the  Messenger  of  Jove,  reveals  to  us  Jove’s 
paternal  will,  and  thus  teaches  us  science ; and,  as  the  author, 
of  all  investigation,  transmits  to  us,  his  disciples,  the  genius 
of  invention.  The  Science  which  descends  into  the  soul  from 
above  is  more  perfect  than  any  science  obtained  by  investi- 
gation ; that  which  is  excited  in  us  by  other  men  is  far  less 
perfect.  Invention  is  the  energy  of  the  soul.  The  Science 
which  descends  from  above  fills  the  soul  with  the  influence 
of  the  higher  Causes.  Tlie  Gods  announce  it  to  us  by  their 
presence  and  by  Uluminations,  and  discover  to  ns  the  order 
of  the  universe.’ 

Of  course  the  mystic  who  had  revelations  from  above, 
dispensed  with  the  ordinary  methods  of  investigation ; and 
hero  again  we  see  Proclus  consistent,  though  consistent  in 
absurdity. 

• Tills  is  also  till’  (Inolrino  of  Hriiki_ 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

Conclusion  op  Ancient  Philosophy. 

WITH  Proclus  the  Alexandrian  School  expired ; with  him 
Ancient  Philosophy  ceased.  Religion,  and  Religion 
only,  seemed  capable  of  affording  satisfactory  answers  to  the 
questions  which  perplexed  the  human  race,  and  Philosophy 
was  reduced  to  the  subordinate  office  which  the  Alexandrians 
hud  consigned  to  the  Aristotelian  Logic.  Philosophy  became 
the  servant  of  Religion,  no  longer  reigning  in  its  own  right. 

Thus  was  the  circle  of  endeavour  completed.  With  Thales, 
Reason  separated  itself  from  Faith ; with  the  Alexandrians, 
the  two  were  again  united.  The  centuries  between  these 
epochs  were  filled  with  helpless  struggles  to  overcome  an  in- 
superable difficulty. 

The  difference  is  great  between  the  childlike  question  of 
the  Ionian  thinker,  and  the  answer  of  the  Alexandrian  mystic : 
and  yet  each  stands  upon  the  same  ground,  and  looks  out 
upon  the  same  troubled  sea,  hoping  to  detect  a shore,  ignorant 
that  all  Philosophy 

‘ is  an  arch  wherethrough 

Gleams  that  untravellcd  world,  whose  margin  fades 
For  ever  and  for  ever  as  wc  move/ 

But,  to  the  reflective  student  who  thus  sees  these  men,  after 
centuries  of  endeavour,  fixed  on  the  self-same  spot,  the 
Alexandrian  straining  his  eager  eyes  after  the  same  object  as 
the  Ionian,  and  neither  within  the  possible  range  of  vision, 
there  is  something  which  would  be  unutterably  sad,  were  it 
not  corrected  by  the  conviction  that  these  men  were  fixed  to 
one  spot,  because  they  had  not  discovered  the  only  true  path- 
waj',  a pathway  which  those  who  came  after  them  securely 
trod. 
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Still,  the  spectacle  of  human  failure,  especially  on  so  gi- 
gantic a scale,  cannot  be  without  some  pain.  So  many  hopes 
thwarted,  so  many  great  intellects  wandering  in  error,  are 
not  to  be  thought  of  without  sadness.  But  it  bears  a lesson 
which  we  hope  those  who  have  followed  us  thus  far  will  not 
fad  to  read : a lesson  on  the  vanity  of  ontological  research ; 
a lesson  which  almost  amounts  to  a demonstration  of  the 
impossibility  of  the  human  mind  ever  compassing  those 
exalted  objects  which  its  speculative  ingenuity  suggests  as 
worthy  of  its  pursuit.  It  points  to  that  profound  remark  of 
Auguste  Comte,  that  there  exists  in  aU  classes  of  our  investi- 
gations a constant  and  necessary  harmony  between  the  extent 
of  omr  real  intellectual  wants,  and  the  efficient  extent,  actual 
or  future,  of  our  real  knowledge. 

But  these  great  thinkers,  whose  failures  we  have  chronicled, 
did  not  live  in  vain.  They  left  the  great  problems  where 
they  found  them ; but  they  did  not  leave  Humanity  as  they 
found  it.  Metaphysics  might  bo  still  a region  of  doubt ; but 
the  human  mind,  in  its  endeavours  to  explore  that  region,  had 
learnt  in  some  measure  to  ascertain  its  weakness  and  its  force. 
Greek  Philosophy  was  a failure ; but  Greek  Inquiry  had  im- 
mense results.  Methods  had  been  tried  and  discarded ; but 
great  preparations  for  the  real  Method  had  been  made. 

Moreover  Ethics  had  become  elevated  to  the  rank  of  a 
science.  In  the  Pagan  Beligion  morality  consisted  in  obey- 
ing the  particular  Gods : to  propitiate  their  fiivour  was  the 
only  needful  art.  Greek  Philosophy  opened  men’s  eyes  to  the 
importance  of  human  conduct — to  the  importance  of  moral 
principles,  which  were  to  stand  in  the  place  of  propitiations. 
The  great  merit  of  this  is  due  to  Socrates.  He  objected  to 
propitiation  as  impious : he  insisted  upon  moral  conduct  as 
alone  guiding  man  to  happiness  here  and  hereafter. 

But  the  Ethics  of  the  Greeks  were  at  the  best  narrow  and 
egoistical.  Morality,  however  exalted  or  comprehensive,  only 
seemed  to  embrace  the  Individual ; it  was  extremely  incom- 
plete as  regards  the  Family ; and  had  scarcely  any  suspicion 
of  what  we  call  Humanity.  No  Greek  ever  attained  the 
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sublimity  of  sncb  a point  of  view.  The  hi<ihest  point  he 
could  attain  was  to  conduct  himtielf  according  to  just  prin- 
ciples ; he  never  troubled  himself  with  others.  By  the  in- 
troduction of  Christianity,  Ethics  became  Social,  as  well  as 
Individual. 

So  far  advanced  are  we  in  the  right  direction — so  earnestly 
are  we  engaged  in  the  endeavour  to  perfect  Social  as  well  as 
Individual  Ethics — that  we  are  apt  to  look  down  \ipon  the 
progress  of  the  Greeks  as  trivial ; but  it  was  immense,  and  in 
the  history  of  Humanity  must  ever  occupy  an  honourable 
place. 

Ancient  Philosophy  expired  with  Proclus.  Those  who 
came  after  him,  although  styling  themselves  philosophers, 
were  in  truth  religious  thinkers  employing  philosophical 
formuhe.  No  one  endeavoured  to  give  a solution  of  the  three 
great  problems:  Wlience  came  the  world?  WTiat  is  the 
nature  of  God?  What  is  the  nature  of  human  knowledge? 
Argue,  refine,  divide  and  subdivide  as  thej'  would,  the  reli- 
gious thinkers  only  used  Philosophy  as  a subsidiary  process : 
for  all  the  great  problems,  Faith  was  their  instrument. 

The  succeeding  Epochs  are  usiuilly  styled  the  Epochs  of 
Christian  Philosophy;  yet  Christian  Philosophy  is  a mis- 
nomer. A Christian  may  be  also  a philosopher ; but  to  talk 
of  Christian  Philosophy  is  an  abuse  of  language.  Christian 
Philosophy  means  Christian  Metaphysics ; and  that  means 
the  solution  of  metaphysical  iiroblems  upon  Christian  prin- 
ciples. Now  what  are  Christian  Principles  but  the  Doctrines 
revealed  through  Christ ; revealed  because  inaccessible  to 
Reason ; revealed  and  accepted  by  Faith,  l)ecause  Reason 
is  utterly  incompetent  ? 

So  that  metaphysical  problems,  the  attempted  solution 
of  which  by  Reason  constitutes  Philosophy,  are  solved  by 
Faith,  and  yet  the  name  of  Philosophy  is  retained  ! But 
the  very  groundwork  of  Philosophy  consists  in  reasoning,  as 
the  groundwork  of  Religion  is  h’aith.  There  cannot,  conse- 
quently, be  a Religious  Philosophy : it  is  a contradiction  in 
terms.  Philosophy  may  be  occupied  about  the  same  prob- 
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leins  as  Religion  ; but  it  employs  altogether  dififerent  criteria, 
and  depends  on  altogether  different  principles.  Religion 
may,  and  should,  call  in  Philosophy  to  its  aid  ; but  in  so 
doing  it  assigns  to  Philosophy  only  the  subordinate  office  of 
illustrating,  reconciling,  or  applying  its  dogmas.  This  is 
not  a Religious  Philosophy ; it  is  Religion  and  Philosophy, 
the  latter  stripi)ed  of  its  boasted  prerogative  of  deciding  for 
itself,  and  allowed  only  to  employ  itself  in  reconciling  the 
decisions  of  Religion  and  of  Reason. 

From  these  remarks  it  is  obvious  tliat  our  History,  being 
a narrative  of  the  jirogress  of  Philosophy  only,  will  not 
include  any  detailed  account  of  the  so-called  Christian 
Philosophy,  because  that  is  a subject  strictly  belonging  to 
the  History  of  Religion. 

Once  more  we  arc  to  witness  the  mighty  struggle  and  the 
sad  defeat ; once  more  we  are  to  watch  the  progress  and 
development  of  that  vast  but  ineffectual  attempt  which  the 
sublime  audacity  of  man  has  for  centuries  renewed.  Great 
intellects  and  great  hopes  are  once  more  to  be  reviewed ; 
and  the  traces  noted  which  they  have  left  upon  that  desert 
whose  only  semblance  of  vegetation  is  a mirage, — the 
desert  without  fruit,  without  flower,  without  habitation, 
arid,  trackless,  and  silent,  but  vast,  awful,  and  fascinating. 
To  trace  the  footsteps  of  the  wanderers — to  follow  them  on 
their  gigantic  journeys — to  point  again  the  moral  of 

' Poor  Homauity’s  afSicted  will 
Struggling  in  vain  with  ruthless  destiny,' 

wiU  be  the  object  of  our  Second  Volume. 


END  OP  THE  PIE8T  VOLUME. 
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